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A Course in Lutheran Theology 
(Concluded) 


A second reason why a certain class of theologians charges 
Luther with teaching predestinarianism in De Servo Arbitrio is 
because he so emphatically and uncompromisingly teaches the 
monergism of grace. What these theologians—the synergists — 
mislike more than the “harsh, predestinarian” sayings of Luther is 
the sola gratia back of them. Because they do not like the sola 
gratia, they mislike Luther’s teaching on election. 

Melanchthon, repudiating Luther’s monergism, embraced syn- 
ergism. Febvre has told us that Melanchthon, declaring that 
“Luther was wrong in preaching predestination, . . . restores to the 
human will and human cooperation their dignity as a means of 
salvation. As the theologians say, ‘he becomes a synergist.’” 
Koeberle has told us that “Melanchthon was afraid that as a result 
of Luther’s harsh deterministic statements the practico-ethical side 
of faith as an inner decision might be lost.” So he “formulated 
the teaching de tribus causis efficientibus, concurrentibus in con- 
versione hominis non renati.” (See p. 241f., above.) Huebner has 
told us that “in consequence thereof Melanchthon indorsed the 
definition of Erasmus which Luther so violently assailed: Liberum 
arbitrium in homine facultatem esse applicandi se ad gratiam.” 
(See p. 406, above.) Melanchthon was the foe of the sola gratia, 
and in combating Luther’s teaching on predestination, he was 
aiming at the sola gratia. As Dr. Bente tells us: “The true reason 
why Melanchthon charged Luther and his loyal adherents with 
Stoicism was his own synergistic departure from the Lutheran doc- 
trine of original sin and of salvation by grace alone. Following 
Melanchthon, rationalizing synergists everywhere have always held 
that without abandoning Luther’s doctrine of original sin and of the 
gratia sola, there is no escape from Calvinism.” (Triglotta, Hist. 
Intr., p. 209.) 
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Let us hear, once more, some of these sola-gratia declarations 
which form the heart of De Servo Arbitrio: “Our salvation is apart 
from our strength and counsel and depends on the working of God 
alone.” (P.72.— XVIII:1717.) “It is given us to understand both 
truths — that we can do nothing ourselves and that, if we do any- 
thing, God works that in us.” (P.186.— XVIII:1805.) These are 
certainly hard statements —to a synergist. “The will cannot will 
anything but evil” (p. 247. — XVIII:1853); and here Scripture “ex- 
cepts no one, in any place, at any time, in any work or endeavor” 
(p. 350. — 1935), “so far it is from possibility that grace should 
allow of any particle or power of ‘free will’” (p.372.— 1951). 
Those who ascribe to man the facultas se applicandi ad gratiam, 
the power to cooperate with God towards conversion, the faculty 
of self-determination, cannot see anything nice in these statements. 
And what a harsh thing to say to the synergists in the Lutheran 
Church: “I am more than astonished, I say, how it is that words 
and sentences contrary and contradictory to these universally 
applying words and sentences have gained so much ground; which 
say: Some are not gone out of the way ...; there is something 
in man which is good and which endeavors after good.” (P.362.— 
1944.) “Dass der freie Wille nichts seit” —that is anathema to 
Melanchthon and his followers. 


And because they find these statements to be hard and objec- 
tionable, the so-called “harsh deterministic” statements of Luther 
sound harsh in their ears. Both classes of statements inculcate the 
same truth. The doctrines of conversion and of election do not 
essentially differ. The doctrine of conversion tells us that we owe 
our salvation to nothing in us, but solely to God’s grace. The 
doctrine of election tells us that we owe our salvation, our election, 
our conversion, to nothing in us but solely to God’s grace. What 
Luther inculcated when speaking of conversion he inculcated when 
speaking of election. In connection with the statement on page 186, 
“that we can do nothing of ourselves,” etc., he speaks, on page 185, 
of predestination. Again: “Grace comes by the purpose of God, 
or by election.” (P.360.— 1942.) “How can they merit that which 
is theirs and prepared for them before they had existence? ... 
The kingdom is not merited but before prepared; and the sons of 
the kingdom are before prepared for the kingdom but do not merit 
the kingdom.” (P.191.—1809.) Luther ascribes our salvation to 
God’s grace, to God’s gracious purpose, to the election of grace. 
And that is why the Melanchthonians object to Luther's doctrine of 
predestination. It is because the sola gratia is the heart of it. 
The doctrine of the monergism of grace leaves no room for the 
dignity, the alleged spiritual capabilities, of natural man. H. Goll- 
witzer puts it this way: “Melanchthon’s interest lay in saving the 
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personality of man.... That led him to repudiate the essentials 
of predestination and to embrace synergism.” (Coena Domini, 
page 79.) 

The determination to cast Luther’s teaching on election out of 
Lutheran theology, which determination springs from the syner- 
gistic abhorrence of the sola gratia, is intensified by considerations 
of another kind. The synergistic mind is swayed by rationalistic 
considerations. The refusal to accept both the universalis gratia 
and the sola gratia, the attempt to harmonize the teachings of 
Scripture on this matter, causes many, in the words of Dr. Pieper, 
“to rationalize themselves into the synergistic camp.” (Chr. Dog., 
III, p. 568.) It is an axiom in the synergistic theology that, if sal- 
vation depended absolutely on the grace of God, God could not be 
willing to save all men, otherwise all men would be converted. 
Recall Melanchthon’s famous argument: “Since the promise is 
universal, and since there are no contradictory wills in God, some 
cause of discrimination must be in us why Saul is rejected and 
David accepted; that is, there must be some dissimilar action in 
these two.” Why was David elected? You cannot say, argue the 
synergists, that he owed his election to the pure, sole grace of God; 
for the grace of God is universal! Therefore the reason must lie 
in David. He must have been a better man than Saul. Con- 
sequently, in order to uphold universal grace over against the 
Calvinists, you must give up the sola gratia and ascribe David’s 
salvation, conversion, election, to grace and something in David. 
“Melanchthon and modern Lutherans, Dieckhoff, Luthardt, and so 
forth, believe that the sola gratia must be given up in order to 
safeguard the Church against Calvinism.” (Pieper, op. cit., I, 215. 
See also Trigl., Hist. Intr., p. 209; Lehre u. Wehre, 46, p. 281.) It does 
seem to be an inescapable conclusion that, if God really wills to save 
all men, the fact that not all men are saved can be explained only 
by assuming that the action of saving grace is determined by a dif- 
ferent attitude and disposition in man. In discussing the synergistic 
teaching of Jul. Mueller (see Baier, Compendium, III, p. 229), the 
teaching that God’s grace is efficacious only when we meet Him 
with the spiritual powers left to us, Dr. Walther declared: “That 
is perfectly correct according to reason. If Scripture did not tell 
us that God would have all men to believe, that God offers His 
grace to all, all of us would embrace predestinarianism. But we 
are not afraid to believe what Scripture teaches. We accept God’s 
Word and do not ask whether it is in accord with Aristotle.” Luther 
accepted both teachings. He taught the universalis gratia in its 
fulness. But he also insisted on the sola gratia, on every feature 
of it, and was willing to bear the shame of being stigmatized as 
a predestinarian. 
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Put it another way. The synergists tell us: Either synergism 
or Stoicism, determinism, Calvinism. (The Calvinists, by the way, 
take the same position: If you refuse to accept Calvinism, you 
must adopt the Arminian, synergist system.) The synergists tell 
us that, if conversion be altogether the work of God, man’s con- 
version must take place by compulsion, man is made a mere 
machine, man’s personality is being sacrificed on the altar of 
determinism. And Luther, sad to say, offered that heinous sacrifice 
in De Servo Arbitrio. What shall we say? In the first place, 
Scripture teaches the sola gratia, the sole agency of grace in con- 
version. And we shall teach it in spite of the dilemma you point 
at our heads. And, in the second place, there is no such dilemma — 
either synergism or determinism. Tertium datur! Man is con- 
verted by grace alone, but that does not involve the thought that 
man is coerced into conversion. Grace creates the willingness. 
Grace does not destroy our personality. Read, read, De Servo 
Arbitrio! “His will being changed and sweetly breathed on by the 
Spirit of God.” (P.73; cp. p.167.) And, generalizing, one need 
be neither a synergist nor a Calvinist; you can be a Biblicist — 
if you are willing to sacrifice your rationalism on the altar of 
Scripture. ; 

Put it yet another way. Can you explain the discretio per- 
sonarum? Luther refused to explain why of two men, both of 
whom God wills to save and both of whom are in equal corruption 
and guilt, one is saved and the other lost. Luther denounced the 
attempt to solve the Cur alii, alii non? problem in this life as 
presumptuous wickedness. (See p.561ff., above.) Melanchthon 
accepted the solution which blind reason suggests and demanded: 
“Some cause of discrimination must be in us”; grace operates in 
those and chooses those who are of better stuff than the others. 
You have heard how vehemently Luther rejects this solution offered 
by the Erasmian, synergistic reason. And it is because of this 
attitude of Luther “that he is charged with teaching particularism.” 
(Pieper, op. cit., II, p.595.) “The mystery of the discretio per- 
sonarum is the distinctive mark, ever stressed, of the Lutheran 
orthodoxy of the sixteenth century over against the synergists and 
their causa discriminis in homine.” (Stoeckhardt, Roemerbrief, 
p. 444.) And because Luther refused to obey reason, because he 
denounced the solution which operates with a difference in man, 
he must have been a particularist, a Calvinist, a traitor to the 
cause of universal grace! — Here, too, the Calvinists are in agree- 
ment with the synergists. They, too, say that reason solves the 
mystery of the discretio personarum (the only difference is that 
their reason prefers the other alternative — since all are in equal 
guilt, the reason why some are lost must be that God withholds His 
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grace from them). The Calvinists stamp the Lutheran theology 
as puerile and absurd because of its refusal to adopt their rational 
solution; Luther was mistaken when stating that mortal man 
must here remain silent. Poor Luther —the synergists tell him 
he belongs in the Calvinian camp, and the Calvinists tell him that 
he lacks the Calvinist spirit. He has no place to go to— except 
Scripture. 

Another rationalistic consideration. The synergists assure us 
that their reason tells them that the complement of a particular 
election is reprobation. If God chooses some unto salvation, He 
necessarily predestinated the others to damnation. The Calvinists 
tell us that their reason tells them the same. Calvin admits that 
his doctrine of the twofold predestination is based on a deduction. 
At the third Calvinistic Congress (1936) a speaker quoted the 
Institutes, Book II, chap. 23:1, as showing that Calvin knew that 
he “attained the decretum horribile of reprobation not from direct 
Scripture statement but by means of deduction.” (See Ev. Theo- 
logie, July, 1938, p.179.) C. Hodge calls the Lutheran teaching, 
which rejects the predestination to damnation, illogical. (Syst. 
Theol., II, 325.) The Calvinist L. Boettner tells us that “the doc- 
trine of absolute predestination of course logically holds that some 
are foreordained to death as truly as others are foreordained to life. 
The very terms ‘elect’ and ‘election’ imply the terms ‘non-elect’ 
and ‘reprobation.’ When some are chosen out, others are left, 
not chosen. ... Those who hold the doctrine of election but deny 
that of reprobation can lay but little claim to consistency. To 
affirm the former while denying the latter makes the decree of 
predestination an illogical and lopsided decree.” (The Ref. Doct. 
of Pred., p.104f.) They cannot see it otherwise: the obverse of 
election to life is election to death. And the synergists cannot see 
it otherwise. That is one of the chief reasons why so many do not 
dare to say that God, of His free grace, for Christ’s sake, elected 
a definite number of men, out of the corrupt mass of mankind, for 
salvation and why so many denounce this teaching as predes- 
tinarianism (particular grace; twofold predestination): If there is 
an election of grace, there must be, by all the rules of logic, an 
election of wrath. We deny that this “logical” inference is sound. 
For it is against Scripture. There is not one syllable in Scripture 
pointing to a double predestination. The only predestination known 
to Scripture is the election of grace. Moreover, while Scripture 
traces our salvation back to God’s election, it does not trace man’s 
damnation back to God but exclusively to man. Nevertheless the 
cry has gone down through the centuries that Luther taught Cal- 
vinism in De Servo Arbitrio; for did he not teach that God is the 
sole cause of our salvation? Did he not thereby teach that God 
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passed by the greater part of mankind? And the cry will not 
cease till men listen to Scripture. “As long as a person will not 
learn from Scripture that monergism does not include the prae- 
teritio (Acts 7:51; Rom.10:21), it is useless to argue with him.” 
(Pieper, op. cit., II, p.596.) He will stick to his opinion that Luther 
was a Calvinist. 

Pronouncements of modern Lutherans, expressive of the atti- 
tude just discussed, are now in order. Luthardt is a pronounced 
synergist. He declares that “faith is demanded of man as his 
achievement (Leistung). ... In consequence of the working of 
God’s Spirit man is able either to accept the Word or to reject it.” 
(Komp., p. 384.) “The determining influence of God does not take 
the place of self-determination; it extends rather only to the point 
where self-determination sets in.” (See Pieper, op. cit., II, p. 567.) 
And Luthardt charges Luther with deterministic teaching. Why 
would he do that? He tells us: “If God Himself produced the 
acceptance of salvation, the obedience of faith, conversion; .. . then 
of course predestinarianism would be unavoidable. But according 
to the Formula of Concord [!] He operates towards the renewal 
of man in such a way that He makes the proper attitude towards 
grace, self-determination for grace, possible.” (Die Lehre vom 
freien Willen, p.276. See Lehre u. Wehre, 1886, p. 219.) Here is 
the false dilemma: Unless you are a synergist, you are a Calvinist. 

Dieckhoff is another thoroughgoing synergist. In his paper 
Der missourische Praedestinatianismus he writes: “It depends on 
man’s conduct in the exercise of his freedom, which he still pos- 
sesses —for grace does not act irresistibly — whether he will, by 
grace, become a believer or not.” He, too, thinks that you cannot 
escape determinism unless you embrace synergism. And so he is 
not pleased with De Servo Arbitrio. He finds that “Luther placed 
the secret and the revealed will of God in opposition to each other 
after the manner of the predestinarians,” and because Luther would 
not solve the Cur alii, alii non? problem after the manner of the 
synergists, he declares: “Luther had not yet sufficiently mastered 
the problem.” (See Lehre u. Wehre, 1886, p.193 ff.) Quoting the 
declaration of the Wisconsin Synod: “Scripture teaches that from 
eternity God elected, for Christ’s sake, according to the good 
pleasure of His will, certain persons to eternal life, in whom God 
for this reason works faith and all that pertains to salvation and 
who accordingly will certainly be saved,” he demands that this 
teaching be abandoned because it involves determinism. (See 
Lehre u. Wehre, 1887, p. 124.) 

The situation is indeed as Hoenecke describes it: “The modern 
theologians are for the greater part synergists. Many of these have 
taken up with synergism because of their mistaken notion that it 
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offers the only escape from the predestinarianism of Calvin.” 
(Ev.-Luth. Dogm., III, p. 286.) It is hard to resist the blandish- 
ments of carnal reason. Theod. Harnack praises Luther for de- 
claring: “Scripture commends the grace of God, . . . therefore free 
will has no existence. ... So far is it from possibility that grace 
should allow of any particle or power of free will.” (Bondage, 
pp. 320. 372.) But later on he indulges in these rationalistic 
thoughts: “What Luther, and his age with him, did not sufficiently 
distinguish, that is, with regard to God the metaphysical and per- 
sonal relation of God to the world and with regard to man the 
formal and real freedom of the will,—that forced him to adopt 
a deterministic world-view. ... Luther openly declared for ab- 
solute predestination.” (Luthers Theologie, p. 183f.) So also 
L. Keyser missed his step. He wrote: “When God offers the sinners 
salvation, their free moral agency comes into play. If this is not 
true, we repeat again that the grace bestowed in conversion must 
be ‘irresistible grace’; and that is Calvinism, not Lutheranism.” 
(Election and Conversion, p. 67. Cp. p. 407 ff. above.) The follow- 
ing disquisition shows very plainly, how men, in the words of 
Dr. Pieper, rationalize themselves into the synergistic camp. The 
Lutheran Companion of December 16, 1933, writes: “There is no 
dispute as to the fact that predestination is taught in the Bible. 
But just what does it mean? As I understand it, there are espe- 
cially three differing interpretations. The one says in effect that 
God has sovereignly chosen and elected some unto salvation and 
some unto damnation. Since men are saved through faith in Jesus 
Christ, it follows that God has predestined some to believe and 
others not to believe in Jesus. To me this seems impossible if God 
(as the Scriptures declare) ‘would have all men to be saved.’... 
The second interpretation says that God has elected some unto faith 
and salvation. It stresses just as strongly as the first that God 
sovereignly determines those who shall believe. It tries (as it 
seems to me unsuccessfully) to ignore the negative side of the 
question, or the election unto unbelief and damnation. If God 
determines who shall believe, it follows that He thereby also deter- 
mines those who shall not believe. Predestination unto unbelief is 
the natural corollary and consequence of predestination unto 
faith.” We shall have to repeat here: “As long as a person will 
not learn from Scripture that monergism does not include the 
praeteritio, it is useless to argue with him.” “It follows”! But you 
dare not follow the judgments of reason. Reprobation (in the 
Calvinistic sense) is not the corollary, the necessary complement, 
the obverse, of election unto life. Scripture says there is no such 
a thing as predestination unto damnation. But it does teach the 
election to life. And when you accept this teaching and really 
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teach it, men are going to tell you that you are teaching predesti- 
nation to damnation. It is a hopeless situation. Now, what sort 
of an election will these people substitute for the election unto 
faith? Naturally the synergistic election: “The third interpretation 
says that God predestines unto salvation those who, He foreknows, 
will believe in Jesus.... The third interpretation seems to me to 
be the only one that correctly safeguards both the grace of God 
as the sole ground and means of man’s salvation and also the 
individual responsibility of man.” Just one more sample. Dr. J. 
Aberly: “I would not be understood as committing myself entirely 
to an acceptance of the entire theology of Luther. The distinction 
between the Deus revelatus and the Deus absconditus, as he 
develops it, seems too dualistic.” “If faith alone knows Jesus as 
divine, and if this faith itself is the work of grace, how can we 
escape the doctrine, be it that of Calvin or of Luther, as per- 
petuated by Missouri?” (Luth. Ch. Quarterly, 1934, p.40; 1935, 
p.81.) That is what we have been saying right along: The syner- 
gists accuse Luther of being a predestinarian not so much because 
of various “hard” statements as mainly because of his sola-gratia 
teaching. A man who teaches “that faith itself is the work of 
grace” is related to Calvin! 

The teaching of De Servo Arbitrio on the sola gratia is anath- 
ema to all free-will tribes, be they synergists, Arminians, Semi- 
Pelagians, or Pelagians. What do you suppose the Catholic Moehler 
thinks of De Servo Arbitrio? Having quoted this book on page 32 
of his Symbolism to prove that Luther really asserted that man is 
devoid of freedom; having stated, on page 88, the doctrine of the 
Catholic Church: “According to Catholic principles, in the holy 
work of regeneration we find two operations concur, the divine and 
the human, so that this regeneration constitutes one theandric 
work. ... Through his faithful cooperation he is exalted again 
gradually (though never completely in this life) to that height 
from which he was precipitated,” he concludes his discussion of 
Luther’s teaching, on page 92, with this statement: “In other 
words, the doctrine of the non-cooperation of man . . . presupposes, 
accordingly, absolute predestination.” The synergistic ideology is, 
in this respect, exactly that of the Catholics. No man who loathes 
the teaching that grace does absolutely everything likes De Servo 
Arbitrio. Witness the modernist H. F. Rall, who speaks of salvation 
in terms of “our higher self waiting to be achieved” and discussing 
the doctrine of salvation by grace alone, speaks thus: “If man is 
this utterly evil thing, lacking all vision of God, all desire for good, 
all capacity to respond, then he is no longer a moral person but 
a mere thing, inert and impotent. Then salvation will have to be 
a one-way affair, every step of which is determined by God, and 
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God alone. ... Salvation, in effect, becomes a mechanical rather 
than a moral process.” (A Faith for Today, pp. 159,151.) They 
are all alike. They rail at the sola-gratia salvation as a mechanical 
affair. They do not want God to determine salvation. They do not 
want to be told that God must carry us through every step in the 
way of salvation. “I am the master of my fate, I am the captain of 
my soul.” When M. Doerne tells us that Goethe’s ire was aroused 
when he was told that man is radically evil and in that connection 
asks: “Wer hat das beunruhigende Buch ‘vom verknechteten 
Willen’ geschrieben? Wer hat dort jeden schuechternen Versuch, 
dem Menschen auch nur einen kleinsten Teil seiner Selbstvoll- 
endungsfaehigkeit zu retten, mit beinahe diktatorischer Gewalt nie- 
dergeschlagen?” he places his finger on the sore spot. (Theol. Mil., 
XVI, p. 1517.) Men do not want to be told that they are absolutely 
nothing and God’s grace everything. Goethe and Moehler and the 
thoroughgoing synergist have no use for the teachings of De Servo 
Arbitrio. 

Here is Luther’s confession of faith: “As to myself, I openly 
confess that I should not wish free will to be granted me, even if it 
could be so, nor anything else to be left in my own hands, whereby 
I might endeavor something towards my own salvation.... But 
now, since God has put my salvation out of the way of my will 
and has taken it under His own, .. . I rest fully assured and per- 
suaded that He is faithful, . . . so that no devil, no adversities, can 
pluck me out of His hands, John 10:27, 28.” (P.384.— 1961 f.) 
Here is the Erasmian confession of faith: “I am the master of my 
fate. I am the captain of my soul.” Do you not see why the 
Erasmians have no use for De Servo Arbitrio and are bound to mis- 
understand it? Dr. Bente: “One who is a synergist is sure to 
misunderstand Luther, to judge him falsely, and to draw false 
conclusions from his statements. Um das Licht zu sehen, muss das 
Auge selber licht und sonnenhaft sein.” (Lehre u.Wehre, 1910, 
page 72.) 

Our diagnosis of the case of Luther’s “Calvinism” will be con- 
firmed by studying the parallel case of Missouri. The Synodical 
Conference was formerly charged with teaching Calvinism; some 
indeed repeat the charge at the present day. Professor Dieckhoff 
wrote a pamphlet entitled The Predestinarianism of Missouri and the 
Formula of Concord and wrote about the predestinarianism of Wis- 
consin (see above). Professor Luthardt: “Walther, rejecting the 
formula that election took place intuitu fidei and teaching an ‘elec- 
tion unto faith,’ came dangerously close to predestinarianism.” 
(Komp., p.177.) Professor Rohnert: “The Missouri Synod taught 
a particular election of grace —a position which trenches on Cal- 
vinism.” (Dogm., p..237.) ._The Allg. Ev.-Luth. Kirchenzeitung used 
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to speak of the “bitter Missourian-Calvinistic pill” which the Wis- 
consin Synod and the Minnesota Synod, etc., swallowed. (See 
Pieper, op. cit., I, p. 215.) A Hauge Synod periodical: “Dr. Walther 
read into the eleventh article of the Formula of Concord Luther’s 
early predestinarian view, a view which he, in later life, did not 
deem advisable to press but which, under the development given 
it by Dr. Walther and his colleagues, became a modified form of 
Calvinism.” (See Lehre u.Wehre, 1915, p.133.) A voice from 
the Augustana Synod: “Our Norwegian brethren, who affiliated 
with the German Missouri Synod, soon found themselves en- 
tangled . . . in the predestinarian error.” (See Lehre u. Wehre, 
1911, p.124.) The Lutheran Companion, June 29, 1929: “We 
cannot swallow their [Missouri Synod’s] lean predestinarianism, 
which Calvinism has been choking on these many years. In 
our preaching we begin with Christ as our Foundation. The 
Missourians begin at the top and muddle their little brains with 
God’s election.” Professor Aberly: “If faith alone knows Jesus as 
divine, and if this faith itself is the work of grace, how can we 
escape the doctrine, be it that of Calvin or of Luther, as per- 
petuated by Missouri?” 

Why do these men charge the Synodical Conference with 
Calvinism? They do not offer as proof any of the ten thousand 
statements in Missouri and Wisconsin and Norwegian Synod writ- 
ings which, stressing universal grace, repudiate Calvinism. But 
they offer in evidence such statements as insist on the sola gratia, 
statements which declare that faith is the product of grace alone, 
statements which declare that we owe our election unto salvation 
solely to the grace of God, statements which declare that there 
really and actually is an election of grace, a particular election. 
They submit statements of this nature and argue: Calvinism is the 
logical consequence of the Missourian teaching; the teaching that God 
in His grace chose some to eternal life necessarily means that He 
elected the others to damnation; if God elected us to faith, it follows 
1) that He does not want to create faith in all and 2) that con- 
version takes place under compulsion (Zwangsbekehrung); if grace 
does everything for a man’s salvation, universal grace is a myth. 
That is their plea according to Dr. Pieper: “People look upon it 
as a self-evident truth, as a matter of course: If any one teaches 
the sola gratia, teaches that conversion is in solidum the work of 
God, not effected in part by man’s conduct, he is—a Calvinist 
and denies universal grace.” (Lehre u. Wehre, 1899, p.6.) That is 
their plea according to Luthardt and Aberly, who have just told us 
that, if God Himself works conversion, predestinarianism is un- 
escapable. These men say that “that is the very quintessence of 
the Calvinistic teaching.” (See Lehre u. Wehre, 1912, p. 242.) They 
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said at the General Pastoral Conference, Fort Wayne, 1881: “This 
election of individuals, this election unto faith, ushers in pre- 
destinarianism.” (Proc., p.49.) Read again the quotation from the 
Lutheran Companion: “If God determines who shall believe, it 
follows that He thereby also determines those who shall not be- 
lieve.” Meusel’s Kirchliches Handlexikon (s.v. “Gnadenwahl- 
streit”): “It cannot be denied that Calvinism, though it be 
repudiated by the Missouri Synod, is the necessary corollary of 
their teaching. For if praedestinatio does not take place intuitu 
fidei, this selection (Auswahl) of individuals must be a matter of 
free determination on God’s part, an arbitrary procedure.... In 
order to maintain universal grace, absolute predestination must be 
rejected.” It is hopeless. They keep on saying: Unless you assign 
man a part in his conversion, you must teach the absolute election 
of Calvin. And we shall have to keep on saying: Unless you learn 
from Scripture that monergism does not include the praeteritio, — 
and it does not according to Acts 7:51 and Rom. 10:21, even though 
our reason insists that it does, — we cannot argue the matter from 
a common ground. We say that their deductions are false. And 
they virtually say that Scripture is wrong. 

Dr. J. Stump, writing in the Lutheran of December 13, 1934, 
declares that the Missourian teaching (election not intuitu fidei 
but unto faith) “sounds very much like the Calvinistic doctrine of 
election to faith.” Yet, he says, the Missourians repudiate and 
condemn Calvinism, and we believe that they are not Calvinists. 
However, “the trouble with many persons outside of Missouri is 
that they cannot see how anybody can hold the Missouri doctrine 
of election without falling into Calvinism. Yet evidently it can be 
done.” Yes, we can do it, and you could do it, too, if you would 
learn from Scripture that monergism does not imply the preterition. 
You must rid yourself of the idea that, if your faith is the result of 
God’s gracious election, or (what amounts to the same thing) the 
result of the monergism of grace in conversion, God withholds His 
saving grace from the rest. Notice also that these people shy away 
from the terms election, particular election, selection of persons. 
Rohnert is horrified to hear Missouri speak of “a particular election 
of grace.” Meusel identifies: “particular election” and “absolute 
predestination.” Gentlemen, talk sense! When you said that 
reprobation is the necessary complement of election, that at least 
made sense, according to reason. But it makes no sense when 
you say that there is an eternal election but deny that there is 
a particular election. An election which takes in all is no election. 
Any election is particular. It makes no sense when men want to 
use the Scriptural term election, but refuse to say with Scripture 
that God elected, chose, individuals, particular persons, a definite 
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number of them. Do not make Scripture speak nonsense! — What 
really bothers these people is their notion that a particular election 
would and must imply particular grace. Let it be said for the 
thousandth time: The monergism of grace, the fact that God chose 
us as His own out of pure grace, does not imply any sort of 
preterition. Learn that truth from Scripture. Learn above all the 
central truth: Salvation is by grace alone. If you have learned 
that a man’s conversion, his eternal election, was not brought about 
in any way, in any respect, by himself, by his condition, conduct, 
attitude, but is altogether the result of God’s grace, you will no 
longer accuse those who stand four-square on the sola gratia of 
leaning towards Calvinism. 

Because Walther was a consistent sola-gratia theologian, he is 
under suspicion of being a Calvinist. “When they hear from us 
this statement: ‘Out of pure mercy God has elected us to the praise 
of the glory of His grace; God vindicates for Himself exclusively 
the glory of saving us,’ etc., they say: “That is a horrible decree! 
If that were true, God would be partial. No; He must have 
beheld something in men that prompted Him to elect this or that 
particular man. When He beheld something good in a person, He 
elected Him.’” (Walther, Law and Gospel, p. 40.) 

This section on the “predestinarianism of Missouri” is not a 
digression. It shows why it is not a surprising thing that De Servo 
Arbitrio has been stigmatized as a Calvinistic treatise. We of the 
Synodical Conference are not at all surprised at the situation. 

Summa summarum, was Luther a determinist? Yes, he was — 
a Biblical determinist. He declared with a loud voice that our sal- 
vation is due to nothing else than God’s gracious purpose and firm 
determination. We poor sinners like to hear that truth. We like 
to read books written on the text “Who hath saved us and called 
us with an holy calling, not according to our works but according 
to His own purpose and grace, which was given to us in Christ 
Jesus before the world began,” 2 Tim.1:9. These are precious 
statements: “Grace comes by the purpose of God, or by election, . .. 
not by any devoted effort or endeavor of our own.” (P.360.) Do 
you know to what you, a believer, owe your faith and salvation? 
That “was already determined by the prescience and predestination 
of God.... Jacob attained unto it solely by the grace ‘of Him that 
calleth.”” (P.253.—1857f.) Thank God for His gracious deter- 
mination! Men like Rall loathe such a doctrine. “Then salvation 
will have to be a one-way affair, every step of which is determined 
by God, and God alone.” We rejoice in that gracious order of sal- 
vation which leaves nothing to man’s self-determination. We know 
that at every step man would determine himself into perdition. 
Read again page 384 (XVIII, 1961 f.)! We thank Luther for having 
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restored to the Church the sweet doctrine of the determinism of 
grace and thank God that our dear Lutheran Church has inscribed 
it on her standards. “God the Lord draws the man whom He 
wishes [decreed] to convert, quem convertere decrevit.” (Formula 
of Concord, Thor. Decl., II, § 60.) “In this His counsel, purpose, and 
ordination God has prepared salvation not only in general but has 
in grace considered and chosen to salvation each and every person 
of the elect who are to be saved through Christ, also ordained that 
in the way just mentioned He will bring them thereto.” (F.C., 
Thor. Decl., XI, § 23.) Our Confession leaves nothing to man’s 
self-determination in the matter of salvation but everything to 
God’s determination. “Without any doubt God also knows and has 
determined for every one the time and hour of his call and con- 
version.” (§ 56.) Everything — “the eternal election of God... 
is also, from the gracious will and pleasure of God in Christ Jesus, 
a cause which procures, works, helps, and promotes our salvation 
and what pertains thereto.” (§ 8.) We poor, helpless sinners re- 
joice in the determinism of grace as proclaimed by the Formula of 
Concord in words borrowed from De Servo Arbitrio: “God de- 
liberated concerning it [the salvation of every Christian] and in 
His purpose ordained how He would bring me thereto and pre- 
serve me therein.... He ordained it [my salvation] in His eternal 
purpose, which cannot fail or be overthrown, and placed it for 
preservation in the almighty hand of our Savior Jesus Christ, from 
which no one can pluck us, John 10:28.” (§ 45.) 

The indictment of De Servo Arbitrio stresses three chief points. 
It charges Luther with false teaching concerning (1) the discretio 
personarum, (2) concerning the Deus absconditus, and (3) with 
Calvinistic teaching in general. It submits, in addition, two 
subsidiary points. The first of these supporting arguments is that 
the Lutheran Church in her last confession, the Formula of Con- 
cord, repudiated these teachings of Luther. If that is true, Luther, 
as far as De Servo Arbitrio is concerned, cannot qualify as a Lu- 
theran theologian, and De Servo Arbitrio cannot serve as a text- 
bock in.a course in Lutheran theology. 

They say that the Formula of Concord refused to accept 
Luther’s teaching on predestination and the related subjects. 
Dieckhoff goes so far as to say that in rejecting Stoicism, the 
Formula had Luther in mind. (See preceding article.) Others say, 
more moderately, that the Formula of Concord modified Luther’s 
teaching, polished off the rough Calvinistic spots. That is asserted 
also by non-synergistic theologians. “The Lutheran Church saw 
more clearly than did Luther and, by going beyond him, showed 
her independence of human opinion, even if presented by her 
Luther.” (K.Ermisch, Predestination, p. 32.) 
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Did the Formula of Concord correct Luther? Did it junk 
certain teachings of De Servo Arbitrio? To begin with, read once 
more the quotations from the Formula you read a minute ago. The 
Formula certainly accepted Luther’s teaching that we owe our 
salvation to God’s grace, to God’s eternal election of grace. 

To enter more fully into the matter, we ask: Which of 
Luther’s teachings did the Formula correct, modify, change? 
Luther’s teaching on the discretio personarum, his refusal to an- 
swer the Cur alii, alii non? question? The Formula states: “When 
we see that God gives His Word at one place but not at another; 
. .. that one is hardened, blinded, given over to a reprobate mind, 
while another, who is indeed in the same guilt, is converted 
again, etc.,— in these and similar questions Paul (Rom. 11:22 ff.) 
fixes a certain limit how far we should go. ... And this His 
righteous, well-deserved judgment He displays in some countries, 
nations, and persons in order that, when we are placed alongside of 
them and compared with them [and found to be most similar to 
them], we may learn the more diligently to recognize and praise 
God’s pure [immense] unmerited grace in the vessels of mercy.” 
(Thor. Decl., XI, § 57 ff.) That is exactly what Luther said. Nothing 
is modified, nothing qualified, nothing toned down. Dr. Pieper 
points it out: “The Formula of Concord confesses, clearly and at 
length, that very truth on account of which the ‘early’ Luther is 
being charged with particularism, the truth that, comparing the 
saved and the lost, not a difference in guilt and a difference in con- 
duct but the same guilt and the same evil conduct must be 
predicated.” (Chr. Dogm., II, p.597.) Prof. W. Curtis, University 
of Aberdeen, praises the Formula for remaining silent on the Cur 
alii question: “It may be that we owe it to the undaunted efforts 
of these men that we have learned either to practise or at least to 
respect undogmatic silence upon sacred mysteries left undisclosed 
by Holy Writ itself.” (See Theol. Monthly, 1921, p.366.) Schaff’s 
Creeds of Christendom takes the Formula to task on this account. 
“If God sincerely wills the salvation of all men, as Article XI 
teaches, and yet only a part are actually saved, there must be some 
difference in the attitude of the saved and the lost towards con- 
verting grace, which is denied in Article II.” And Schaff adds: 
“The Lutheran system, then, to be consistent, must rectify itself.” 
(I, 330.) Men may praise or censure the Formula on this point, 
but they agree that the Formula refuses to solve the mystery. 
The Formula and Luther are in full accord. 

Did the Formula modify Luther’s teaching concerning the 
Deus absconditus? Luther said (see page 573 ff., above): “Who 
are we that we should inquire into the cause of the divine will? ... 
Christ gives no other reason why the Gospel is hidden from the 
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wise and revealed unto babes than this: So it pleased the Father.... 
It is here the hand is to be laid upon the mouth, and it is here 
we are to reverence what lies hidden, to adore the secret counsels 
of the divine Majesty and to exclaim with Paul: ‘Who art thou, 
O man, that repliest against God?’ Rom. 9:20.” And Luther also 
said: “Let the man acquaint himself with the God Incarnate, or, 
as Paul saith, with Jesus crucified, in whom are all the treasures 
of wisdom and knowledge. ... In the present case we are to con- 
sider His Word only and to leave that will inscrutable.” And that 
is exactly what the Formula states. First: “In addition to what has 
been revealed in Christ concerning this, God has still kept secret 
and concealed much concerning this mystery. ... In these and 
similar questions Paul (Rom. 11:22 ff.) fixes a certain limit to 
us how far we should go.” And secondly: “With this revealed 
will of God we should concern ourselves. ...” (§ 52 ff. § 33.) The 
Formula and Luther think the same thoughts and speak the same 
language. — Study in this connection Dr. Pieper’s article in Lehre 
und Wehre, 1886, p.193ff.: “Luther und die Konkordienformel.” 


Did the Formula modify, eliminate, Luther’s particular elec- 
tion? People, you know, have been telling us that the teaching 
of a particular election is strongly symptomatic of the predesti- 
narian disease. So, if the Formula intended to eliminate Luther’s 
alleged predestinarianism, it would have been very clear and out- 
spoken on this point. And it does declare, clearly and emphatically, 
for — particular election. Paragraph 23 states: “In this His counsel, 
purpose, and ordination God has prepared salvation not only in 
general but has in grace considered and chosen to salvation each 
and every person of the elect who is to be saved through Christ, 
also ordained that in the way just mentioned,” etc. That is par- 
ticular election, election of individuals, Einzelwahl, as plain as 
language can make it. But for some it is not plain enough. 
W. Walther asks “whether the Formula of Concord really does 
teach that God in eternity elected, selected (Auswahl), particular 
persons, individually, unto salvation.” He finds that “only in one 
passage the Formula seems to say that,” and quotes our passage, 
§ 23. But he objects, first, that the Latin for “in grace considered” 
is “praescivit,’ and secondly, that “it is unthinkable that the 
Formula of Concord, treating the matter so thoroughly, would 
mention the election of particular persons only once if the Formula 
really wanted to teach that.” (Lehrbuch der Symbolik, p. 306.) 
However, the Latin is “clementer praescivit” and clementer proves 
that “praescivit” expresses not mere knowledge but an act of 
God’s will. And this passage is not the only one. There are many 
more. But it would be useless to quote them to one who waves 
aside § 23. We might mention here that Frank’s Die Theologie 
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der Konkordienformel (with which we cannot agree on all points) 
finds the Einzelwahl plainly taught in the Formula. Frank devotes 
several pages to this matter. He takes issue with Luthardt, who 
declares that the phrase used in the II. Article “Trahit quem con- 
vertere decrevit” is dangerous, a phrase pointing to the old erro- 
neous teaching of a particular election, “traces of which error are 
found in the XI. Article.” Frank declares: “Not traces merely! 
No, the Formula teaches it most distinctly.” He points out that 
clementer praescivit is more than simple praevisio; it is the 
equivalent of the German “in Gnaden bedacht,” the basic draft 
of Chemnitz reading: “Gott habe in seinem ewigen Rat, nach 
seinem gnaedigen Vorsatz, bedacht.” He also takes the time to 
point to other passages, for instance, § 5: “The eternal election of 
God, however, vel praedestinatio, that is, God’s ordination to sal- 
vation, does not extend at once over the godly and the wicked 
but only over the children of God, who were elected and ordained 
to eternal life before the foundation of the world was laid.” Study, 
by the way, two more important remarks of Frank. First: “Ac- 
cording to the Formula you touch the Christian’s assurance of 
salvation at its most tender point and wound it sorely if you take 
away the particular election of grace.” Second: “Particular elec- 
tion does not mean particular grace.” (IV, p. 166.—171.) 

The only possible way to demonstrate that the Formula of 
Concord rectified Luther’s teaching on predestination is to set up 
the premise that Luther taught the Calvinian error, to show then 
that the Formula teaches universal grace, and then conclude: 
There you are. Quite simple; only the premise is wrong, absolutely 
wrong. W. Walther: “Luther taught the twofold predestination, 
and in order not to conflict with Scripture, he distinguished be- 
tween the hidden and the revealed will of God. These two teach- 
ings, set up by Luther to support his real thesis (salvation by grace 
alone), the Formula does not accept.” (Op. cit., p.305.) No; the 
Formula does not accept the teaching of the double predestination. 
But neither did Luther. If the Formula had Luther in mind in 
insisting on universal grace, its efforts were wasted. As to the 
distinction between the hidden and the revealed will of God, 
Dieckhoff enlarges on W. Walther’s statement, quotes § 34: “That 
many are called and few chosen is not owing to the fact that 
the call of God, which is made through the Word, had the meaning 
as though God said: Outwardly, through the Word, I indeed call 
to My kingdom all of you to whom I give My Word; however, in 
My heart I do not mean this with respect to all but only with 
respect to a few.... Hoc enim esset Deo contradictorias voluntates 
affingere, that is: For this would be to assign contradictory wills 
to God,” and then declares: “Luther taught the two ‘contradictoriae 
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voluntates,’ which the Formula rejects in § 34.” But Dieckhoff 
cannot establish his premise that Luther taught contradictory wills 
in God. He attempts it, but the passages he quotes — those which 
we have quoted above on the hidden and the revealed will— are, 
unfortunately for his line of argument, matched by statements of 
the Formula. The result would be that, when the Formula con- 
demns those who assign contradictory wills to God, it condemns 
itself. — A word on the seeming contradiction confronting us here: 
“The Formula of Concord bids men refrain from occupying their 
thoughts with the secret judgments of God, which do seem to con- 
tradict the revealed Word and which we ‘cannot harmonize’ 
(§§ 52, 53) with the revealed Word, and to adhere in faith solely 
to the revealed Word. And that is exactly the position of Luther 
in De Servo Arbitrio.” (Lehre u. Wehre, 1886, p. 198.) 

Did the Formula modify and eliminate Luther’s alleged 
predestinarian views? If it set out to do so, it failed miserably. 
For a lot of men charge the Formula with teaching Calvinism. 
“The predestinarianism of the Formula of Concord and of Calvin- 
ism were but slightly different,” says J. F. Hurst in his History of 
the Christian Church, II, p.509. Others say the same. The latest 
pronouncement that came to our notice was made by Edmund 
Schlink, who bestows high praise on the Formula, “even though 
one is compelled to dissent from its predestination doctrine on the 
basis of Scripture and the other Confessions of the Lutheran 
Church.” (Theol. Ex. heute, Heft 53, 1937, p.65.) We just heard 
Luthardt stating that he found traces of predestinarianism in the 
Formula. And we all know that “the synergists have always 
charged that the Formula of Concord eliminates the universal 
grace in effect because, while teaching the gratia universalis, it so 
strongly stresses the sola gratia .. . and because it insists that the 
question why some are converted and saved and others not belongs 
to the unsearchable judgments and ways of God.” (Pieper, op. cit., 
II, p. 23. See Trigl., Hist. Intr., p.198.) It seems the Formula did 
not succeed very well in ridding theology of Luther’s suspicious 
teachings. It is under suspicion itself. 

And now let us get at the root of the matter. We have seen 
what constitutes the real grievance of the synergists against De 
Servo Arbitrio: Luther must be a Calvinist because he insists on 
the sola gratia; for you cannot teach both, universalis gratia and 
sola gratia. It follows that, if it is indeed true that the Formula 
rectified Luther’s erroneous teaching, it had to modify the sola- 
gratia teaching. And this is the task these men have set them- 
selves: they must show that the Formula teaches that something 
of free will is left to man, that the Formula renounced Luther’s 
main thesis Dass der freie Wille nichts sei. We are not now 
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dealing with those synergists who face the issue squarely and 
charge the Formula with Calvinism because of its sola-gratia 
teaching. But we are telling those who insist that the Formula 
teaches a form of synergism and thus eliminates predestinarianism 
that they have set themselves an impossible task. What — the 
Formula of Concord ascribes spiritual powers to the unconverted? 
That Formula which declares: “All opinions and erroneous doc- 
trines concerning the powers of our natural will are thereby over- 
thrown, because God in His counsel, before the time of the world, 
decided and ordained that He Himself, by the power of the Holy 
Ghost, would produce and work in us, through the Word, every- 
thing that pertains to our conversion” (XI, § 44)? That Formula 
which contains Article II, “Of Free Will,” the article which sets 
forth with all the vigor and power of Luther, dass der freie Wille 
nichts sei? If you read the statement: “In man’s nature since the 
Fall, before regeneration, there is not the least spark of spiritual 
power remaining . . . by which he is able to aid, work, or concur 
in working anything towards his conversion, either wholly or half 
or in any, even the least or most inconsiderable, part” (§ 7); and 
the statement: “In spiritual and divine things man is like a log 
and a stone” (§§ 20, 24), you will say that it is impossible for any 
man to find synergistic views expressed in the Formula. But 
Luthardt thinks he can quote the Formula in his favor. He says: 
“It is true, the Formula frequently presents the matter in such 
a way as though God alone wrought all (‘conversion is not only in 
part, but altogether an operation, gift, present, and work of the 
Holy Ghost alone, § 89). However, the true meaning of such 
statements is seen in the light of the potest apprehendere and the 
quam primum inchoavit (§ 65).... According to the Formula of 
Concord, God operates toward the renewal of man in such a way 
that He makes the proper attitude towards grace, self-determina- 
tion, possible.” (Die Lehre vom freien Willen, p. 276.) W. Walther, 
too, thinks that the Formula teaches self-determination. “Accord- 
ing to the Formula of Concord the Holy Ghost so influences the 
natural man that he can refrain from resisting, can act mere passive, 
can permit the work of the Spirit. If he decides to do this, the 
Holy Ghost can effect conversion in him, can give him repentance 
and faith.” (Op.cit., p.317.) Dr. Aberly, too, thinks that the 
Formula departed from Luther’s teaching on the sola gratia. “The 
Formula of Concord reiterates in chap. II the fact that man is not 
a stone or block. It is true, it dwells on his being capable chiefly 
of resisting the grace of God. But not to resist — what is it in the 
final analysis but to receive?” (See page 410 above.) ‘These men 
are desperate. They have set out to show that the Formula does 
not accept Luther’s teaching, that it does not find natural man 
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utterly helpless — and how they torture and mangle the Formula 
in their desperation! They do not like to hear the Formula say 
that natural man is “like a log or a stone,” incapable of any spir- 
itual movement. Frank says: “Der lapis und truncus des Be- 
kenntnisses ist, wie maenniglich bekannt, der modernen Theologie 
ein Stein des Anstosses geworden. Auch Thomasius sagt: ‘Ich 
wollte, die Konkordienformel haette diesen Ausdruck nie ge- 
braucht.’” (Op. cit., p. 138.) Dr. Aberly, too, does not like it. And 
he tells the world: “The Formula reiterates the fact that man is 
not a stone or a block.” Sure enough, the Formula says that in 
§§ 62, 73, 89. But it also says that he is like a stone or block. And 
it tells men like Thomasius and Aberly that the unconverted man 
is “much worse than a stone and block” in that he resists the 
Word, §§ 24, 59. No, the Formula is in full accord with Luther. 
It did not strike out the truncus and lapis. “Die Konkordienformel 
eignet sich vollstaendig, bis zum truncus und lapis, die urreforma- 
torische Lehre vom servum arbitrium an.” (Frank, l.c.) As to 
Luthardt’s mishandling of the Formula: the potest apprehendere 
is a correct quotation, as far as the bare words go. § 83 states: 
“Conversion is such a change through the operation of the Holy 
Ghost that ... man can accept the offered grace.” But these words 
do not make a distinction between the ability to believe and be- 
lieving itself. They rather state that conversion consists in this, 
that man is given the power to believe and to believe. Will any- 
body impute to the Formula the nonsense of saying that here is 
a man who has the power to believe but has not yet decided 
whether he will believe? (Can a corpse be given the powers of life 
and for a while refrain from living? (See Pieper, op. cit., II, p. 567. 
Proceedings, Eastern Dist., 1895, p.67.) As to the quam primum 
inchoavit, § 65 (Trigl., p. 907), that is a very strong antisynergistic 
statement. Read it! It says that before a man is converted, he 
has no spiritual powers whatever. 

Did the Formula of Concord modify Luther’s teaching on the 
monergism of grace in any way? Let the Confession speak for 
itself: “In these words Dr. Luther, of blessed and holy memory, 
ascribes to our free will no power whatever to qualify itself for 
righteousness. ... Even so Dr. Luther wrote of this matter also 
in his book De Servo Arbitrio in opposition to Erasmus, .. . to 
which we hereby appeal and refer others.” (II, § 44.—Supple- 
mentary reading: Trigl., Hist. Intr., p. 209 ff. 225 f. 250 ff.) 

The second allegation made in support of the charge that De 
Servo Arbitrio is not a safe book is that Luther himself renounced 
some of its teachings. They say that in his younger days Luther 
was a predestinarian; as he advanced in evangelical knowledge, he 
discarded much of what he had held in De Servo Arbitrio. We have 
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quoted several such statements above. As early as 1559 men said 
that Luther had retracted his book against Erasmus. (Trigl., Hist. 
Intr., p. 225; also p. 224.) The latest pronouncement of this kind 
we found in an article by Landesbischof a.D. Dr. Schoeffel: 
“Luther taught: sola fide, by faith alone; sola gratia, by grace 
alone.... But on one point, that concerning predestination, Luther 
may have been wrong, and on this point he later held more 
moderate views.” (See Kirchl. Zeitschrift, 1937, p.80.) “Men are 
pronouncing it as a sort of ritual: though Luther did not directly 
retract his book against Erasmus, he in his later years aban- 
doned it.” (Pieper, op. cit., II, p. 594.) 

If this were so, that would prove nothing as to the value of 
De Servo Arbitrio, but it would cause some to look askance at it. 
So we shall have to examine this allegation. But we shall have to 
do it very briefly. The year is drawing to its close, and our space 
is running short. 

In the first place we shall ask: Which particular teaching of 
De Servo Arbitrio did Luther later on modify or drop? Was it the 
teaching of election in general? Theod.Harnack tells us that 
“Luther later arrived at the point where he strongly repudiated 
the absolute predestination he had taught in De Servo Arbitrio 
and insisted on the universality of grace and the power and com- 
fort of the means of grace. ... Luther had gone too far in 
De Servo Arbitrio; but he cast off these views when he found that 
they did not agree with his basic teaching, particularly his teaching 
on the means of grace.” (Op. cit., pp. 154, 193 ff.) And for proof 
of his contention that Luther as much as abandoned his teaching 
on election Harnack cites a passage from Luther’s exposition of 
Gal. 1:4,5. The passage reads: “When Satan brings up the matter 
of predestination in order to distress you with the question whether 
you are elected to eternal life or not, points to the dreadful ex- 
amples of God’s wrath and judgment and to the fact that the 
number of the elect is small and the number of the damned large, — 
be wise and on no account let him entangle you in these perilous 
thoughts and disputations lest you climb too high and break your 
neck; but fight against these thoughts and say: It is not my 
business to investigate things that are beyond me and are un- 
searchable; I shall abide by the words of St. Paul, who tells me that 
Christ gave Himself for our sins that He might deliver us, etc.” 
(IX:795.) Now, what are the facts in the case? First, Luther 
did not teach the absolute predestination in De Servo Arbitrio. 
He could not well abandon what he never held. Secondly, Luther’s 
insistence on the gratia universalis was not a later development in 
his theology. He stressed it as strongly in De Servo Arbitrio as in 
his latest writings. (See p.492ff. above.) And thirdly, the pas- 
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sage just quoted and the many other similar passages in which 
Luther urges the distressed child of God to look to the Gospel for 
the assurance of salvation and to view election through the wounds 
of Christ, as, for instance, the exposition of Gen. 26:9: “We must 
not inquire concerning the predestination of the hidden God but 
acquiesce in that which is revealed by the call and ministry of the 
Word. ... If you will hear Him [Christ], and are baptized in His 
name and love His Word, then you are certainly elected and fully 
assured of your salvation. ... Gaze upon the wounds of Christ 
and the blood shed for you; there predestination will shine forth” 
(II, 176 ff.), these passages were not written for the purpose of 
ridding theology of the doctrine of election but for the purpose of 
giving the Christian the glorious comfort of this doctrine. And 
mark well, Luther urged the need of beginning with the wounds of 
Christ as strongly and insistently in De Servo Arbitrio as in any of 
his later writings. “We have to do with Him as far as He is 
clothed in, and delivered to us by, His Word.... In the present 
case we are to consider His Word only and to leave that will 
inscrutable. ... Let a man acquaint himself with the God In- 
carnate.” (P.172.—181.) He did this already in his lectures on 
Romans, in 1515 and 1516. “There he admonishes his hearers to 
immerse themselves in the wounds of Christ before they approach 
the mystery of election.” (Hamel, Der junge Luther und Augustin, 
II, p.110.) You want us to believe that Luther’s teaching on elec- 
tion in De Servo Arbitrio is not safe because he had not yet 
grasped the nature and importance of the means of grace? Why, 
in none of his later writings is the need of the means of grace more 
forcefully presented than in De Servo Arbitrio: In the Gospel you 
find Christ and the assurance of salvation and the assurance of 
election. (See Pieper, op. cit., II, p. 595.) 

Again, did Luther rectify and recant his teaching that election 
is particular, that God elected individuals unto faith, etc.? It is this 
point which particularly rouses the ire of the synergists. Many 
years later Luther said in a sermon on 1 Pet.1:2: “God the Father, 
as the apostle declares, has predestinated you that you should be 
His elect children. ... You are chosen by God .. . that you should 
obey and believe the Gospel of Jesus Christ.” (IX:1116.) The 
election unto faith, the Augustinian electi sumus ut credamus, as 
taught 1 Pet.1:1,2 (see Stoeckhardt, Commentary on First Peter, 
p. 24), is clearly taught by the “later” Luther. Let this one passage 
suffice. It proves sufficiently that, if “particular election” and “elec- 
tion unto faith” is one of the “harsh” teachings of Luther, he never 
softened it. 

Once more, did Luther modify the sola-gratia teaching of De 
Servo Arbitrio? We are putting this question to the synergists. 
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One can object to certain harsh statements of Luther without being 
a synergist; but the real reason why the synergists object to them 
is because they object to Luther’s teaching on the sola gratia. We 
have heard Luthardt declare that, if faith is in every way the work 
of God, predestinarianism is unavoidable. And when he states that 
“Luther gradually abandoned his deterministic views” (Komp., 
p. 224), he means that the later Luther no longer ascribed con- 
version and salvation absolutely and unreservedly to God’s grace. 
Must we produce quotations to show that Luther to the end of his 
days maintained that man is unable to cooperate towards his con- 
version and that we owe our salvation solely to God’s grace, His 
gracious election? The Formula of Concord has set down a num- 
ber of such quotations from Luther, one from the Smalcald Ar- 
ticles, which “rejects the error that man has a free will to do 
good.” (Trigl., p.893f.) Read, in addition, the following from the 
lectures on Genesis: “In those things that concern God and are 
above us man has no free will but is certainly like clay in the 
hand of the potter; it is wrought upon and itself works nothing.” 
(I, p. 103.) And they say that Luther softened down his sola- 
gratia, his “deterministic” teaching! One more passage, on Gal. 
1:15: “God had appointed, when I was yet in my mother’s womb, 
that ... He would mercifully call me back again from the midst of 
my cruelty and blasphemy, by His mere grace, into the way of 
truth and salvation. ... Thus Paul cutteth off all deserts and 
giveth glory to God alone but to himself all shame and confusion, 
as though he would say: All the gifts, both small and great, spir- 
itual as well as corporal, which God purposed to give unto me, and 
all the good things which at any time in all my life I should do, 
God Himself had before appointed when I was yet in my mother’s 
womb, where I could neither wish, think, nor do any good thing. 
Therefore this gift also came unto me by the mere predestination 
and free mercy of God before I was yet born.” (IX, p. 104.) 
Sounds exactly like De Servo Arbitrio. 

If you look up this quotation, you will also find this: “God had 
appointed, when I was yet in my mother’s womb, that I should so 
rage against His Church.” That fully matches any of those “harsh” 
statements which they say Luther later repented of. (On the 
matter itself see Acts 4:27, 28 and Pieper, op. cit., I, p. 598.) 

Luther did not recede from the position he took in De Servo 
Arbitrio. Prof.Sasse—and there are others—agrees with us. 
Setting forth “the view of the God of Predestination which Luther 
develops in his great work against Erasmus,” he declares: “That 
is the view to which Luther clung to the end of his days.” (Here 
We Stand, p.139.) Professor Sasse does not present this view cor- 
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rectly. He thinks Luther taught “absolute predestination.” But 
that circumstance only adds weight to his testimony. 

And now, in the second place, let Luther himself take the stand 
and tell us whether he ever thought that De Servo Arbitrio was 
in need of revision. Some say that beginning with 1527 Luther 
tacitly abandoned the particularistic teaching on predestination. 
(See Lehre u. Wehre, 1871, p.161.) In 1528 Luther wrote his Large 
Confession, which he concludes with these words: “This is my 
faith, for thus all true Christians believe, and thus the Holy 
Scriptures teach us. And of that which may be lacking here my 
books will bear sufficient witness, especially those that have ap- 
peared of late, within the last four or five years. I beg all pious 
hearts to bear witness to this and to pray for me that I may 
remain steadfast in this faith to the end of my days. For if in 
great trials or in perils of death I should (which God may in 
mercy prevent!) say something different, it shall have no force, 
and I wish hereby to have confessed openly that it is wrong and 
instigated by the devil. May my Lord and Savior Jesus Christ, 
blessed forevermore, help me! Amen.” (XX:1104.) In this Con- 
fession Luther specifically rejects and condemns “all teaching which 
glorifies our free will.” Moreover, he refers all men to his books 
written within the last four or five years, and that certainly in- 


cludes De Servo Arbitrio (1525). If Luther had renounced any of 
the teachings of De Servo Arbitrio, here was the place to an- 
nounce it. 


In the year 1534 Luther reviewed his controversy with Eras- 
mus in a long letter to Amsdorf. (XVIII:1990ff. Translated in 
Cole-Atherton, The Bondage of the Will, pp.397—419.) Luther 
sets down “why I judged it best not to answer Erasmus any 
farther. ... And if I could have my will, Erasmus should be ex- 
ploded from our schools altogether. Let him be left to the papists 
only, who are worthy of such an apostle.” Now, if Luther had 
by this time found that some of the teachings he had upheld 
against Erasmus were erroneous, honesty would have compelled 
him to make this answer to Erasmus: Here you were right, and 
I was wrong. We are all agreed, Lutherans, synergists, and 
papists, that Luther always had the courage of his convictions. 
But — we would now have to admit — in this instance Luther was 
not man enough to admit that he had been mistaken. 

Nor was Luther ready in 1537 to revise De Servo Arbitrio. In 
a letter to Wolfgang Capito he declared that this book together 
with the Catechism “fully expressed his thoughts.” (See p. 242 
above.) One of his best books — but to be read with caution! 

Finally, towards the end of his life, Luther took occasion to 
tell all the world that he had not receded from the teaching which 
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he had championed in De Servo Arbitrio. In his Commentary on 
Genesis, begun in 1536 and completed in 1545, he reaffirmed those 
very points which have been listed as “harsh” sayings and which, 
they say, he later retracted. “Accordingly, in the book De Servo 
Arbitrio and elsewhere I have taught that we must distinguish 
when we treat of the knowledge of God or, rather, of His essence. 
For one must argue either concerning the hidden or the revealed 
God. Concerning God in so far as He has not been revealed to us, 
there is no faith, no knowledge, no cognition, whatever. Here one 
must apply the saying: “What is above us does not concern us 
(Quae supra nos, nihil ad nos),” etc. (II, 176. Trigl., Hist. Intr., 
p. 224.) Again: “We are not permitted to occupy ourselves with 
these high thoughts and to doubt predestination; these thoughts 
are impious, wicked, and satanic. When, therefore, the devil 
attacks thee, say only: ‘I believe in our Lord Jesus Christ, of whom 
I have no doubt that He became incarnate, suffered and died for me, 
and that into His death I have been baptized.’ At this reply the 
temptation will cease, and Satan will turn his back,” etc. (Trans- 
lated in H. E. Jacobs, A Summary of the Chr. Faith, p.579.) If you 
can find one single statement in Luther’s review of De Servo 
Arbitrio which looks like a retraction, we have lost our case. — 
Some say it is a quasi-retraction. Frank declares “that in this 
section of the Genesis commentary Luther does not indeed formally 
retract his earlier utterances, but he does, in effect, rectify and 
modify them.” (Op. cit., I, p.130.) Luther does not modify any- 
thing, but he does set right those who misunderstand, misapply, 
and abuse his statements. “It was my desire to urge and set forth 
those things, because after my death many will quote my books 
and by them try to prove and confirm all manner of errors and 
follies of their own. Now, among others, I have written that all 
things are absolute and necessary, but at the same time (and very 
often at other times) I added that we must look upon the revealed 
God. ... Now I transmit them orally too, viva voce; hence I am 
excused.” (II:185. Trigl., p.897f.) Luther stood by his De Servo 
Arbitrio to the end. 

If you cannot believe Luther, believe Moehler, the Catholic 
theologian, who is well acquainted with Luther’s writings. He 
says: “We are unacquainted with any such recantation on the 
part of Luther; and the Formula of Concord gives an express 
sanction to the writing of Luther against Erasmus.” (Symbolism, 
page 33.) 

People are saying hard things about De Servo Arbitrio. Do not 
let that turn you against the book. If you study it attentively, 
inclusive of its “hard” sayings, you will acquire good theology. 
You will learn (1) that free will can accomplish nothing towards 
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salvation. You will learn (2) to trust in the all-sufficient grace 
of God. And you will learn (3) to remain silent where Scripture 
has not spoken and to accept the teaching of Scripture despite the 
vociferation of your reason. He is a good theologian who will not 
limit the gratia universalis because of what Scripture says concern- 
ing the sola gratia nor deny the sola gratia because of what Scrip- 
ture says concerning the gratia universalis. What Luther wrote 
in De Servo Arbitrio, “ut diligenter legantur, omnes hortamur.” 
Your Formula of Concord so charges you. (Sol. Decl., II, § 44.) 
TH. ENGELDER 


hein 
—orr 





The Arrival of the Saxons in St. Louis 


Mr. J. F. Ferdinand Winter, teacher in Altenburg, Mo., 1839 to 
1873, in a letter written to Germany in 1839, tells us about the 
arrival of his group of Saxon immigrants in St.Louis. They had 
crossed the ocean on the Republik, arriving in New Orleans Jan- 
uary 12, 1839. The journey up the Mississippi was made on the 
Knickerbocker, which pulled up at the wharf in St. Louis, January 
30,3 P.M. He says, “It was high time,” as there was much serious 
sickness in the group. Those who had arrived earlier on the Rienzi 
and the Clyde (Bishop Stephan and his group, on the Selma, did 
not reach St. Louis until February 19) had made arrangements for 
quarters. “In St. Louis,” he adds, “we still experienced some of the 
cold of winter, especially those who were quartered in houses made 
of mere boards hammered together, of which there are many here. 
In a short time some twenty of our friends died. It was with a 
heavy heart that I accompanied such remains to their resting- 
place.... At this time we had our church services in the base- 
ment of the Episcopal church, where usually the pastors alternated 
in conducting them, and many German immigrants attended as well 
as Americans.” 

After relating something of the efforts made to establish Ste- 
phan’s authority over the entire Saxon group, he declares that 
Stephan was again making his nightly “Spaziergaenge” with his 
friends but that he did not take part, because he considered it an 
unseemly practise, and, besides, he was too tired, after teaching 
school all day, to devote the nights, meant for rest, to running 
around. 

Winter, as also Guenther in his Schicksale und Abenteuer, 
refers to Pastor Stephan’s free use of the funds in the Kredit- 
kasse during this period. Winter also remarks that the long stay 
in St. Louis helped to lessen the balance in the treasury, as rent 
and board for so many was very expensive. Finally, according to 
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Winter’s letter, on the 28th and 29th of May, 1839 (after having been 
in St. Louis upwards of three months, in some instances four), the 
majority journeyed down to Perry County with Stephan, on several 
river steamers, in order to occupy the land that had been purchased 
there. 

Guenther, in his Schicksale und Abenteuer, adds other details 
regarding the stay in St.Louis. Much of what Guenther relates 
is evidently colored by his bitter antagonism toward Martin Ste- 
phan, but it is nevertheless possible to fit together a fairly accurate 
picture of the conditions. 

When the Selma docked at St. Louis, all those Saxons who had 
arrived previously, under the leadership of their pastors, were on 
hand to receive their “bishop.” Stephan, however, suffering from 
a sore throat, was unable to respond to their profuse greetings. 
A carriage had been provided for him, and he was transported to 
his quarters, in a building owned by Dr. White, located at the so- 
called Indian Hill, lying north of the city between Second and Third 
streets. It seems to have been a sort of three-family apartment 
house, the middle apartment having been rented for the “bishop” at 
$20 a month. It was well furnished with mahagony tables, chairs, 
mirrors, etc. For the further comfort of their leader the pastors 
had purchased a fine sofa out of the emigration treasury. A group 
of ladies from the company provided his meals and took care of the 
household affairs. 

Dr. H. Gempp of St. Louis, formerly Leibarzt to the duke 
of Reuss-Lobenstein-Ebersdorf, soon restored Stephan to health. 
Guenther then goes on to say that Stephan began his nightly “Spa- 
ziergaenge” into a meadow and small woods lying not far from 
Indian Hill. No date is given for the beginning of these “Abend- 
promenaden,” but the statement is placed between excerpts from 
the German Anzeiger des Westens dated March 9 and 16, so that 
one is led to conclude that it was about the middle of March. Un- 
less March was unusually warm that year,— and Winter seems to 
indicate the opposite when he says the Saxons felt the severity of 
the St. Louis winter after their arrival,— these night hikes cannot 
have been very comfortable. 

Guenther informs us that, while the “bishop” was thus well 
provided for, the rest of the immigrants lived in rented quarters, 
either several families or six to eight single persons occupying one 
dwelling. The rental for all the immigrants amounted to a monthly 
total of five to six hundred dollars. In view of the fact that St. Louis 
was then a city of 16,000 to 20,000 inhabitants, or of approximately 
3,600 homes, the presence of 650 Saxons must have filled all vacant 
homes to capacity. To feed so many people during this period of 
three to four months at the prevailing high prices also taxed the 
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treasury very heavily. Guenther mentions the cost of foodstuffs: 
pork, 12 cents a pound; beef, 10 cents; butter, 3344 cents; corn, $1.10 
a bushel; wheat, $1.33 a bushel; potatoes, $1.00 to $1.50 a bushel; 
apples, $1.50 to $2.00 a bushel. 

Even before Stephan’s arrival, articles had appeared in the 
German newspapers of St. Louis, especially in the Anzeiger des 
Westens, in which the immigrants were attacked and ridiculed as 
deluded people, unduly influenced by their “Pfaffen.” Excerpts 
from Luetkemueller’s biography of Stephan, printed in Germany, 
likewise appeared. Guenther also states that Pastor Burger had 
warned the passengers of the Selma on their arrival not to have 
anything to do with the citizens of St. Louis as these were dishonest 
and immoral people. All this prejudiced many St. Louisans strongly 
against the group and their leader. Dr. Vehse and a candidate were 
publicly insulted and stoned on the street. Stones were thrown 
through the windows into Stephan’s quarters. The various excerpts 
from the German newspapers reprinted by Guenther are on the 
whole not very complimentary to the Saxons and their leader. 
However, defenders of Stephan and the Saxons also rushed into 
print. 

Prominent among them was Dr.H.Gempp, who had his two 
boys baptized by the Saxons. 

It was Dr. Marbach, according to Guenther, who served as 
emissary to the bishop of the Episcopal Church in St. Louis, bear- 
ing the formal request to permit the Saxons to use his cathedral 
for worship. This permission was readily granted, and on March 3 
Stephan conducted the service and preached. Many outsiders at- 
tended this service, drawn by the reputed oratorical ability of the 
Saxon “bishop.” 

Guenther remarks that at this time the episcopal robe, staff, 
and other episcopal ornaments were being prepared for Stephan, for 
which the artist Pfau made the drawings. The gold-and-silver 
neck-chain of Stephan alone cost $100 in labor. 

In the mean time a committee, consisting of Dr. Marbach, Pastor 
0. H. Walther, and the laymen Palisch, Gube, and Schlimpert, to- 
gether with Dr. Bimpage of St. Louis, were busy looking at land that 
might be bought for a Saxon colony. The purchase of the land in 
Perry County was made on April 8, 1839. Both Winter and Guen- 
ther speak of approximately 6,000 acres in the tract, and it is 
described as lying about 100 English miles south of St. Louis, on 
the Mississippi between Apple Creek and Brazeau. Because an 
American named Martin owned a farm in this territory, known as 
Martin’s Farm, the Saxons regarded this as a special providence of 
God since their “bishop’s” name was Martin, and it was agreed to 
make Martin’s Farm the residence of their leader. 
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Soon after the purchase of this land a part of the group was 
sent to Perry County to take charge of constructing the block 
houses for the colony. 

The thirteenth of April was a special occasion for the group in 
St. Louis. It was the thirtieth anniversary of Stephan’s ordination. 
A celebration was arranged in his honor in the dwelling of Dr. 
Vehse, at which the clergy and leading laymen were present. 
Guenther says: “Die andern Gemeindeglieder waren in Depots ab- 
geteilt und erhielten freies Bier und ein frugales Mahl.” 

Toward the end of April the Anzeiger des Westens brought 
another attack against Martin Stephan, which the leaders of the 
Saxons did not permit to stand unanswered. Their defense of 
Stephan appeared in that paper on April 27 and was signed by 
G. H. Loeber, E. W. Buerger, Max. Oertel, E.G. W. Keyl, and C.F. 
W. Walther. This was followed in the issue of May 4 by a “Pro- 
testation,” signed by twenty-four lay leaders, in defense of Martin 
Stephan. It was only a little over a month later that their decla- 
ration in which they all publicly repudiated their “bishop” appeared 
in the same paper. 

It was in the last week of May that the transfer of the larger 
portion of the Saxons from St.Louis to Perry County was made. 
On June 1 the Anzeiger des Westens carried the above-mentioned 
repudiation. W. G. Potack 


<—cr 





The Pastor and Foreign Missions 


To evangelize the world was the Great Commission which 
Jesus gave to His disciples when He took leave of them to return 
to His Father. To evangelize the world is still the great respon- 
sibility of the Church today. The apostles preached first in 
Jerusalem and Judea but then went down to Samaria and from 
thence to the great Greco-Roman world beyond. Home Missions, 
or the evangelization of the unchurched in our community, is our 
first obligation; but while doing this, we dare not neglect the 
“Samarias” and the partes infidelium beyond. We have done 
reasonably well in preaching the Gospel at home and in planting 
the Church in every part of our great continent. The phenomenal 
growth of our Synod is a living testimony to this fact. But the 
great heathen world beyond is still a most disturbing reality and 
a challenge to all of Christendom. No Church can ignore it with 
impunity. This includes us. It is true, we have had a foreign- 
mission program for the last forty-five years, and we have also 
made wonderful progress, especially during the last decade and 
a half or more. But admitting all this and rejoicing over what 
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has been achieved, we must still confess, when we compare our 
achievements and our sacrifices for foreign missions with the 
achievements and sacrifices of the Apostolic Church or with those 
of the Protestant mission societies of Europe or even with those of 
some of the Lutheran bodies of this country, that we have every 
reason to be humble. Hence, as we pass from the first into the 
second century in the history of our Church, we ought to resolve 
to pay at least a part of our debt of gratitude for the spiritual 
and material blessings which God bestowed upon our fathers and 
upon us so abundantly in this country during the past century by 
a greater active interest in the cause of foreign missions. 

A fervent prayer during this centennial year will be, and 
always is, that God may preserve unto us and our children and 
children’s children the blessing of the pure Gospel. But history 
teaches that next to preaching and teaching the Gospel of our 
divine Savior at home there is nothing a Church can do that will 
contribute more effectively toward preserving the Gospel for the 
Church at home than sharing it with others. God has a strange 
paradoxical way in dealing with those whom He makes the stewards 
of His spiritual blessings. A Church that hoards them for itself and 
selfishly lives in spiritual luxury while Lazarus is starving spir- 
itually without eventually loses what it has. This is true of whole 
church-bodies as well as of individual congregations. On the other 
hand, history also teaches clearly and conclusively that the mis- 
sionary epochs, whether in ancient or modern times, have been 
the times when the Church has been very powerfully stimulated 
and very richly blessed in all manner of spiritual blessings. 

With us the foreign-mission work is carried on by Synod. 
As a result we are inclined to think of foreign missions as a 
problem of Synod. But the problem of missions, whether home or 
foreign, is always a problem of the individual church, and in the 
home church it is, first of all, a problem of the pastor. The pastor 
is the leader and the teacher of his people; if he fails to lead and 
instruct, progress is almost impossible. But the pastor is not only 
a leader of his members at home, he is also the advocate for the 
heathen abroad. The man of Macedonia now beckons to the 
churches through the voice of the Christian preacher. Our mission- 
festivals belong to the cherished traditions of our Church, and they 
have contributed much to stimulate interest in missions; but ex- 
perience has also taught us that the interest thus aroused is liable 
to be of a temporary character unless reenforced by the continual 
efforts of the pastor. Only the faithful missionary pastor, fully 
conscious of his responsibility towards God and the Church in 
this respect, will succeed in building up a missionary church 
throughout the year. 
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A noted missionary writer emphasizes the importance and the 
responsibility of the pastor in the following well-stated paragraphs: 

“The real problem of foreign missions is in the home churches, 
and without the pastor it cannot be solved. ‘The weak spot in 
missions today,’ says Dr. Theodore T. Munger, ‘is not in the field ... 
nor in the administration of the board nor in the pews, but it is in 
the pulpit.’ Professor Christlieb asks: ‘Whence the great differ- 
ence of interest in missions often in one and the same province? 
I answer, chiefly from the difference of the position taken by the 
clergy in this matter.’ At those times when the Church made her 
greatest missionary advances, the pastors were putting forth their 
whole strength in the effort to extend her sway. So, too, when 
there have been periods of neglect and indifference concerning 
the world-wide plans of Christ, the pastors have been showing 
a lack of enthusiasm on the subject. It is not a question of the 
location of the pastor or of his special natural ability. Wherever 
you find a pastor with overflowing missionary zeal and knowledge, 
you will find an earnest missionary church. 

“The pastor’s position gives him authority; his character and 
work give him vast influence. The pastor is the educator of the 
church. There is no other way to get the ear of the whole church 
save through him. It cannot be done through the women’s mis- 
sionary society or the young people’s society or the Sunday- 
school. He has direct and influential access to all the members. 
Any idea which he persistently preaches and prays for in the pulpit 
will be gradually accepted as a rule of conduct by the people. 

“The pastor is an exemplar as well as a teacher. Dr.R.P. 
Mackay of Canada has well said: ‘Whatever the Lord Jesus wants 
the people to know or believe the pastor ought to know and 
believe. ... Whatever the Lord wants the people to do the pastor 
ought to do.’ He must preach what he believes and must practise 
what he preaches, or he will work without power deeply to move 
the people. It is this note of reality which makes one’s life and 
words truly communicative. 

“The pastor is the director-general of the Christian forces. 
He should regard his church not alone as a field to be cultivated, 
but also, and more especially, as a force to be wielded on behalf 
of the evangelization of the world. He is responsible not only 
to care for the souls of his parishioners, but also to direct their 
activities. What is an army without a leader? But the leader must 
himself know the way, must keep ahead, and must get others to 
follow as a result of his own courageous spirit and contagious 
earnestness.” * 


* The Pastor and Modern Missions, by John R. Mott. 
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“But the leader must himself know the way.” That is the all- 
important point. To lead, the pastor must know; that applies to 
all pastoral activities, also to missions. To lead his people to greater 
missionary activities, the pastor must know missions. This means 
that at least from time to time missions must constitute a regular 
subject in the program of his systematic studies. Some pastors 
have such a program, others have not. For such as have not the 
following plan might offer some suggestions as to how a program 
of mission studies might be arranged and carried out successfully. 


PLAN FOR SYSTEMATIC MISSION STUDY 


I. A Study of the Missionary Teachings of the Bible 

This should include both the Old and the New Testament. 
A careful study of the Old Testament will reveal many unexpected 
lessons in missions, not only in the prophets from which mission- 
festival texts are frequently chosen, but also from the history and 
the geography of the Old Testament. An investigation of this 
kind will of course include a careful study of the missionary 
teachings and the life of Jesus but above all a thorough study of 
the Acts of the Apostles and the life of St. Paul. 


II. History of Missions 
The study of this field may be subdivided as follows: 


1. General history of missions. 

2. Special types of mission-work, such as 
a) educational work in the mission-field; 
b) medical missions; 

c) industrial missions; 
d) work among the women; 
e) Mohammedan missions, etc. 
. Mission-work in different countries. 


. Mission-work of the different Lutheran synods and the various 
Lutheran mission societies of Europe. 


. Mission-work of the different denominations. 
. Missionary biographies. 
. Christian missions and social progress, etc. 


Ill. Subjects Related to Mission-Work 


Under this general heading the following subjects might be 
studied: 


1. The history, political and social life, and the customs of the dif- 
ferent pagan peoples. 

2. A comparative study of the religions of the world, such as Moham- 
medanism, Hinduism, Buddhism, Confucianism, animism, etc. 


3. International problems bearing upon missions. 
. Missionary geography. 
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IV. Problems of Missions 


1. Training of missionaries. 

2. The relation of the home Church to the foreign field. 

3. Unoccupied lands. 

4. The financing of missions. 

5. Missionary methods. 

6. The native Church, etc. 

A program of this kind will of course involve several years of 
study, but it will be worth the effort. It will not only mean 
a better understanding of, and a greater interest in, missions, but 
it will also result in many valuable by-products, because the study 
of missions touches nearly every field of human activity and in- 
terest. 

The following bibliography might serve as a guide to begin 
a study as outlined: 


I. The Missionary Teaching of the Bible 


The Life of St.Paul, by Rev.James Stalker. Fleming H.Revell Co., 
New York. 
St. Paul as Traveler and Roman Citizen, by Wm. Ramsey. G. P. Putnam’s 
Sons, New York. 
Any good commentary on the Acts of the Apostles. 
Mission Studies, by Dr. Edward Pfeifer. Lutheran Book Concern, Co- 
lumbus, O. 
The Bible a Missionary Message, by Wm.O.Carver. Doran Publishers. 
The Mission and Expansion of Christianity in the First Three Centuries, 
by Adolf eenank, Vols.I and II. 
Evangelische Missionskunde, by Julius Richter, pages 1—86. 
The Footsteps of St. Paul. Old, but very good. 
There are also several essays in synodical reports on the Life of 
St. Paul which deal with missionary activities of the great apostle. 
The Life of St. Paul, by Wm. Dallmann. 


Il. History of Missions 


Evangelische Missionskunde, by Julius Richter. 

This book was published in 1920 and is therefore no longer up to date 
as far as missionary statistics are concerned, but it is still the best book 
on the science and general history of missions. It is the mature work of 
a typical German scholar 
A History of Protestant Missions in the Near East, by Julius Richter. 

A History of Missions in India, by Julius Richter. 

What was said about the Evangelische Missionskunde also applies to 
these two books. 

The gh eat: of World-wide Missions, by R.H.Glover. Harper Brothers, 
ew Yor! 

Very good. "Gives a general survey of the history of missions from 
the times of the apostle to the present day. 

Outlines of Missionary History, by Mason. Very good. 
A History of Christian Missions in China, by = - Latourette. MacMillan. 
899 pages, with 54 pages of bibliograph 


The most complete single work on the - of missions in China. 
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New Culture in China, by Forster. 
A Short History of China, by Williams. 
Islam a Challenge to Faith, by Samuel M. Zwemer. 

Zwemer is the greatest authority on Mohammedanism and Moham- 
medan missions today. Any book by Dr. Zwemer is worth reading. 

India; Its Life and Thought, by John P. Jones. 
Somewhat old but still very good and useful. 
Japan and Its Regeneration, by O. Carey. 
No longer up to date but still useful. 
Western Influence in Modern Japan, by Nitobe. 
Pacific Relations, by Hoffman. 
Modern Industry and the African International Missionary Council. 
New York. 
The New Africa, by Donald Fraser. Edinburgh House Press. 
The Gospel and the African, by Hitherwick. Published by T. & T. Clark, 
inburgh. 
Into All the World, by W. G. Polack. 

A brief survey of the history of missions, including a survey of the 
early Christian missions, written in a popular style and furnishing 
delightful reading. 

The World Is Our Field, by F. J. Lankenau. 

A general survey of the entire mission-field. A useful book in any 
pastor’s library. 

Our Church Abroad. The Foreign Missions of the Lutheran Church in | 
America, by George Drach. Lutheran Book Concern, Columbus, O. 
A very useful book for the study of Lutheran missions. 


Medical Missions 


China and Modern Medicine, by H. Balme. 
A study in medical missionary development. London United Council 
for Missionary education. 
Rats, Plague, and Religion, by J.S.Carman. Published by Judson Press, 
Philadelphia. 
How Far to the Nearest Doctor? 
Stories of medical missions around the world, by E.M. Dodd. Friend- 
ship Press, New York. 
Ministers of Mercy, by J.H. Franklin. Missionary Education Movement, 
New York. 
The Healing Touch in Mission Lands, by M.C.Lang. Eden Publishing 
House, St. Louis. 
An American Doctor at Work in India, by W. Wanless. Fleming H. 
Revell Co., New York. 


Biographies of Missionaries 
Men and Missions Series, edited by L. Fuerbringer. Concordia Publish- 
ing House, St. Louis, Mo. 
Mary Slessor of Calabar, by W.P. Livingstone. Doran Publishing Co. 
Mackay of Uganda. The Story of His Life, by his sister. Doran Pub- 
lishing Co. 
Hans Egede. The Lutheran Missionary who Carried the Gospel to 


ng by Schneider. The Lutheran Book Concern, Colum- 
us, O. 


Modern Heroes of the Mission-field, by W.Pakenham Walsh. Fleming 
H. Revell Co., Chicago. 


58 
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Adoniram Judson, Apostle of Burma, by L. Helen Percy. Gospel Trumpet 
Press, Anderson, Ind. 
The Personal Life of David Livingstone, by Blaikie. 

Another by Jessie Kleeberger; still another by Basil Mathews. 

A short biography by W.G.Polack. Popular, but very good. 
James Hudson Taylor, Pioneer Missionary of Inland China, by Gloria 

G.Hunnex. Gospel Trumpet Co., Anderson, Ind. 

Every pastor and every Christian will find it profitable to read 
biographies of missionaries from time to time, especially in seasons of 
discouragement and spiritual depression. They serve as an effective tonic 
and are stimulating and inspiring. In the whole range of human history 
there are found no greater heroes than among the men and women of 
every age and every denomination who have gone to strange and hostile 
peoples to bring them the Gospel of salvation. 


Missionary Activity and Social Progress 
Christian Missions and Social Progress, 3 vols., by J.S. Dennis. 

Very good. The author writes: “Almost everywhere upon the face 
of the earth a gross darkness of ignorance seems to rest upon the hearts 
of men. A heavy burden of erroneous belief, both distressing and de- 
grading, has become fixed upon their conscience, and there it remains, 
except as the light of Christian education and Gospel instruction breaks 
in upon their night and introduces them into the freedom of truth.” 
(Vol.1, p. 319.) 

All three volumes are a marvelous record of the external effect of 
the Gospel in darkest heathendom. 


Various Missionary Problems 

The Missionary and His Critics, by Rev. James Barton. Fleming H. Revell 
Co., Chicago. 

The Foreign Missionary, by Arthur Judson Brown. Student Volunteer 
Movement for Foreign Missions, New York. 

The Foreign Missionary Enterprise and Its Sincere Critics, by Cleland 
B. McAffee. Fleming H. Revell Co., New York. 

Interpretive Statistical Survey of the World Mission of the Christian 
Church. International Missionary Council, New York. ($5.00.) 


Comparative Religion 

Seven Great Bibles. The Sacred Scriptures of Hinduism, Buddhism, 
Zoroastrianism, Confucianism, Mohammedanism, Judaism, and 
——, by Alfred W. Martin. Frederick H. Stokes Co., New 
York. 

The Moslem World of Today, by John R.Mott. George Doran & Co., 
New York. 

Popular Hinduism, by L.S.S.O’Malley, Macmillan Co. 

The Battle of the Bible with the “Bibles,’ by Wm. Dallmann. Concordia 
Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo. 


Mission Periodicals 
International Review of Missions. Edited by Wm. Paton and M. M. Under- 
hill, 156 5th Ave., New York. International Missionary Council. 
Missionary Review of the World. Edited by Deloran L. Pierson, Harris- 
burg, Pa. Missionary Review Publishing Co. ($2.50 a year.) 
World Dominion. A Quarterly International Review of Christian 
Progress. Published in England but obtainable at the American 
office, 156 5th Ave., New York. ($1.50 a year.) 
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A missionary magazine is indispensable for any one wishing 
to keep himself informed on the progress of Christian missions 
in the world and about books that appear on the various phases of 
mission activities. 

The periodicals here suggested are excellent magazines. 
A pastor who has once acquired the habit of reading them will 
find it hard to do without them. They reflect of course the theology 
of the denominations which they represent, but the intelligent 
reader will be able to use them with discrimination. 


1. The available missionary literature is very voluminous, and 
the bibliography here submitted is a mere sampling. The list con- 
tains some of the best books available on the respective subjects; 
but this claim is not made for all of the titles suggested. What 
was said about the theology reflected in the periodicals recom- 
mended applies also to most of the books listed. 

The most serious problem about the suggested program, how- 
ever, still remains to be solved, and that is the question, How and 
where can a pastor secure the necessary books for the study of 
missions? ‘The average pastor’s financial resources are limited, 
and the budget allowance for library expansion will not enable 
him to spend a great deal for mission books. Probably not much, — 
but there ought to be some. Books are the tools of the pastor. 
A plumber without tools is helpless and useless. A pastor without 
books will become helpless and eventually also useless. It is always 
precarious for a pastor to eliminate entirely the library from the 
family budget. 

2. Pastors ought not to be too timid about asking their congre- 
gations or congregational organizations to include an item for a 
church library in their annual budget. Not every pastor will be 
able to persuade his congregation to do so, but surely there will 
be some congregations that have the means to do so and also the 
necessary understanding. Church councils never hesitate to pro- 
vide the janitor with the necessary tools to do his work. With 
some tactful instruction the same church councils might be con- 
vinced that the pastor’s tools are of even greater importance to the 
welfare of the church than the janitor’s tools. 


3. The public libraries exist to serve their communities with 
desirable reading-material. If librarians know that certain books 
are in demand, they will secure them if at all possible. That is 
their business. A friendly conference with the librarian will always 
prove worth while. In many communities our pastors are members 
of the library board. In that event the cooperation of the library 
can easily be secured. 


That public libraries are interested in missionary books is 
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shown by the results of an inquiry the writer made recently 
relative to mission material available in some of the prominent 
public libraries of our country. The public library of St. Louis 
reports more than 500 titles on the subject of Christian missions. 
The public library of Cleveland has a collection comprising several 
hundred titles. The public library of Milwaukee contains over 600 
titles listed under the subject of missions. The public library of 
Fort Wayne reports approximately 100 titles of books on foreign 
missions. In addition they have mission magazines and numerous 
church publications. The public library of St.Paul reports 240 
titles on the subject of foreign missions. If a similar investigation 
could be extended to all the public libraries of the country, the 
results no doubt would reveal a surprising amount of excellent 
missionary literature available in nearly every community served 
by a public library. Books on missions are in demand by all the 
denominations represented in a community. It is not so difficult 
therefore to convince librarians of the need of such books. Those 
wishing to pursue some special phase of mission studies will find 
the Mission Research Library, 3041 Broadway, New York City, very 
helpful. This library has the most complete list of mission books 
and magazines in North America and possibly in the entire world. 
Accurate information can be secured from this source on nearly 
every phase of missions and on every new book appearing on this 
subject. The Mission Research Library lends materials under cer- 
tain restrictions through the interlibrary loan system. The trans- 
portation for both ways is of course paid by the borrower, and 
usually the books are loaned for a month at a time. The Dale 
Mission Library at the Yale Divinity School, New Haven, Conn., 
is another very large mission library. The Foreign Mission Library 
of the Presbyterian Church in the U.S. of Am., 156 5th Ave., 
New York City, also has a very excellent collection of mission 
books. In Canada the United Church of Canada has a most won- 
derful depository of mission materials and books in the Ryerson 
Building, 299 Queens St., West Toronto, Ont. Certain materials 
might be borrowed; others can be purchased at a very reasonable 
price. The library of Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, has a modest 
but a well-chosen selection of mission books. Arrangements to 
borrow from this library can be made with the librarian. 

There is no nobler cause in all the world than the cause of 
missions. It is the business of the Christian minister to sponsor 
this cause. Let us learn to know our responsibility. 

A. M. REHWINKEL 








ancl elUhrhlC<i—i—i li). hl 


Ss py wD MH MSs 


) 

L 

t 
1 

t 
2 
1 
y 
S 
. 
y 
S 


The U.L.C.A. and the Doctrine of Inspiration 917 
The U. L. C. A. and the Doctrine of Inspiration 


In the Lutheran of October 5 the reader finds the chief sec- 
tions of the report of the commission of the U. L. C. A. on Lutheran 
relationships submitted to that church-body at its convention 
assembled in Baltimore October 5-12. In his opening sermon, 
printed in the same issue of the Lutheran, Dr. Knubel, president 
of the U.L.C.A., devoted a paragraph to the work this com- 
mission has been engaged in. In the report of the commission the 
paragraph of the Brief Statement of the Missouri Synod in which 
the doctrine of verbal inspiration is espoused is quoted: “We teach 
also that the verbal inspiration of the Scriptures is not a so-called 
‘theological deduction’ but that it is taught by direct statements 
of the Scriptures, 2 Tim. 3:16; John 10:35; Rom.3:2; 1 Cor. 2:13. 
Since the Holy Scriptures are the Word of God, it goes without 
saying that they contain no errors or contradictions but that they 
are in all their parts and words the infallible truth, also in those 
parts which treat of historical, geographical, and other secular 
matters, John 10:35.” 

The reaction of the U. L. C. A. commissioners to this statement 
is the following: “Our commission was unable to accept the state- 
ment of the Missouri Synod that the Scriptures are the infallible 
truth ‘also in those parts which treat of historical, geographical, 
and other secular matters.’ We find the words quoted not in 
accordance with our Lutheran Confessions (see Formula of Con- 
cord, Epitome, Introd.) nor with the Scriptures themselves.” 

In speaking of their conferences with the American Lutheran 
Church representatives, the commissioners state that both parties 
agreed in the acceptance of these two paragraphs: 1. “The Bible 
(that is, the canonical books of the Old and New Testaments) 
is primarily not a code of doctrines, still less a code of morals, 
but the history of God’s revelation for the salvation of mankind 
and of man’s reaction to it. It preserves for all generations and 
persons, ever anew, this revelation of God, which culminated and 
centers in Christ, the Crucified and Risen One. It is itself the 
Word of God, His permanent revelation, aside from which, until 
Christ returns in glory, no other is to be expected.” 2. “The Bible 
consists of a number of separate books, written at various times, 
on various occasions, and for various purposes. Their authors 
were living, thinking personalities, each endowed by the Creator 
with an individuality of his own and each having his peculiar 
style, his own manner of presentation, even at times using such 
sources of information as were at hand.” 

There was disagreement, however, on the question whether 
the Bible is inerrant, as is evident from the fact that each one of 
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the two commissions drew up a statement of its own with respect 
to this point. That of the American Lutheran Church reads: 
“Nevertheless, by virtue of a unique operation of the Holy Spirit 
(2 Tim. 3:16; 2 Pet.1:21) by which He supplied to the holy writers 
content and fitting word (2 Pet.1:21; 1 Cor. 2:12,13), the sep- 
arate books of the Bible are related to one another and, taken 
together, constitute one organic whole without contradiction and 
error (John 10:35).” That of the United Lutheran Church reads: 
“Nevertheless, by virtue of a unique operation of the Holy Spirit 
(2 Tim. 3:16; 2 Pet. 1:21) by which He supplied to the holy writers 
content and fitting word (2 Pet.1:21; 1 Cor. 2:12,13), the sep- 
arate books of the Bible are related to one another and, taken 
together, constitute a complete, perfect, unbreakable whole, of 
which Christ is the Center (John 10:35). 

The U.L.C. A. commissioners next submit recommendations. 
They say: “The record of our meetings with the commissions of 
both the American Lutheran Church and the Missouri Synod 
serves to indicate the great extent of agreement and the slight 
extent of disagreement. The disagreement relates, furthermore, 
to a matter of theological interpretation, which, in addition, applies 
only to a non-existent original text of the Scriptures. In itself it 
is not sufficient warrant to keep the various Lutheran bodies 
apart, especially as Lutheranism faces the conditions which were 
declared at length in our Savannah convention when the com- 
mission was appointed. It is not our judgment that we can regard 
their views as outside of a Lutheran conception of the Scriptures, 
much less that they can so regard our views. We therefore 
recommend to the Lutheran Church in America: 1. That this com- 
mission on relationships to American Lutheran church-bodies be 
continued, to deal with and confer with similar commissions from 
other Lutheran church-bodies upon all matters that may lead to 
closer relations and organic union.” In the second recommenda- 
tion the commissioners ask their church-body to adopt a declara- 
tion on the Word of God and the Scriptures which they submit. 
We read in the Lutheran: “The Lutheran is informed that the 
paragraphs are the product of repeated conferences to which 
eminent theologians of the Church have contributed. The con- 
vention will receive it from a committee of theologians of which 
Prof.Henry Offermann, D.D., is chairman.” The declaration is 
somewhat lengthy, but on account of its importance we here 
print it in full. 


The Word of God and the Scriptures 


(In order that all misunderstandings and misconceptions of 
this declaration, or of any of its parts, may be avoided, the United 
Lutheran Church in America declares in advance that it does 
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not regard the statements therein contained as altering or amend- 
ing the Confessions of the Church in any particular, or as chang- 
ing the doctrinal basis of the United Lutheran Church, set forth in 
Article II of the Constitution. On the contrary it considers this 
declaration to be nothing more than a desirable statement at the 
present time of beliefs which are in full harmony with the Scrip- 
tures and Confessions.) 


I. We believe that “the only rule and standard, according to 
which all dogmas and teachers are to be esteemed and judged, are 
nothing else than the prophetic and apostolic Scriptures of the Old 
and of the New Testaments” (Formula of Concord, Epitome, 
Intr., I; cf. Sol. Decl.; cp. Summary, 1). We also accept the teach- 
ing of the whole Lutheran Church that the Scriptures have this 
unique authority because they are the Word of God. 


II. Both in the Scriptures and in the Confessions of the Church 
this term Word of God is used in more than one sense. For this 
reason it is important that we should understand what these 
different senses are and what we mean when we call the Scriptures 
by this name. 


Ill. We believe that in its most real sense the Word of God is 
the Gospel, i. e., the message concerning Jesus Christ, His life, His 
work, His teaching, His sufferings and death, His resurrection 
and ascension, for our sakes, and the saving love of God thus 
made manifest in Him. 

We believe that in and through this Gospel the Holy Spirit 
comes to men, awakening and strengthening their faith, and lead- 
ing them into lives of holiness. (Cf. explanation of the Third 
Article in Luther’s Small Catechism.) For this reason we call the 
Word of God, or the Gospel, a means of grace. (Augsb. Conf, 
Arts. V, XX; F.C., Epit., chap. IT: 4-6, 19.) 

IV. We believe that in a wider sense the Word of God is that 
revelation of Himself which began at the beginning of human 
history, continued throughout the ages, and reached its fulness and 
completion in the life and work of Jesus Christ our Lord (Gal. 4:4; 
Heb. 1:1 ff.). 

We believe that this revelation was given to men chosen and 
inspired by God Himself to interpret the historical events in which 
God made Himself known, and that this history of His revelation 
also belongs to the Word of God in this wider sense. 

V. We believe that the whole revelation of God to men, which 
reached completion in Christ, the crucified and risen Savior, is 
faithfully recorded and preserved in the Holy Scriptures, through 
which alone it comes to us. We therefore accept the Scriptures 
as the infallible truth of God in all matters that pertain to His 
revelation and our salvation. 

We also believe that the Scriptures are now, and will be for 
all time to come, God’s revelation of Himself. And because He 
continues to make Himself known through them, we believe that 
the Scriptures also are the Word of God, and this is the third 
sense in which that term is used. 

VI. We believe that, as God’s revelation is one and has its cen- 
ter in Jesus Christ, so the Scriptures also are a unity, centering 
in the same Lord and Christ. Therefore we believe that the whole 
body of the Scriptures in all its parts is the Word of God. 
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This should not be understood to mean that we place all parts 
of the Scriptures on one plane. They have their more important 
and their less important parts, and the measure of their impor- 
tance must always be the closeness of their relation to Christ, our 
Lord, and to the Gospel, which is the Word of God in the most 
real sense (see above, No. III). 

We believe that there is a difference between the Scriptures 
of the Old Testament and of the New Testament. The Old Testa- 
ment is chiefly prophecy; the New Testament, fulfilment of this 
prophecy. The Scriptures of the Old Testament testify of the 
Christ who was to come (John 5:39; Luke 4:21; Luke 24:27; 
2 Cor.1:20). The Scriptures of the New Testament are God’s 
testimony to the incarnate Son of God, our Lord and Savior Jesus 
Christ, who by His suffering, death, and resurrection has recon- 
ciled us to God, and has committed unto us the Word of Reconcilia- 
tion (2 Cor.5:19). Nevertheless, every portion of the Scriptures 
has its own place in God’s total revelation of Himself. 

We believe that the canonical Scriptures of the Old Testament 
have been sanctioned by the Lord Jesus Himself and His apostles 
(Matt. 5:17f£; John 10:35; Rom.1:2; 1 Cor. 15:3, etc.). We also 
believe that the Scriptures of the New Testament were accepted 
as canonical by the Christian Church under the guidance of the 
same Spirit of Truth of whom the Lord Jesus said to His disciples, 
“He shall guide you into all truth” (John 16:13). 

VII. We believe that the whole body of the Scriptures is in- 
spired by God. 

God’s saving truth, which comes to us through the Scriptures, 
and not otherwise, is God’s own revelation of Himself. The writers 
of the Scriptures have been His agents in its transmission. The 
power to receive and record it has been bestowed by Him. The 
act of God by which this power was conferred we call by the 
Scriptural name of inspiration (2 Tim. 3:16). 

We do not venture to define the mode or manner of this in- 
spiration, since God’s ways of using human instruments are past 
our finding out. But we accept the inspiration of the Scriptures 
as a fact of which our faith in God, through Christ, assures us, 
and this assurance is supported by words of Scripture in which 
the fact of inspiration is asserted or implied (1 Cor. 2:12; 2 Tim. 
3:16; 2 Peter 1:21). 

The Scriptures are God’s testimony to His Son, who is their 
center (see above No.V). They are God’s Word, the means 
through which God leads us to faith in Christ (see above, No. III), 
and in our faith we see their testimony as God’s own. Thus we 
know that they come from Him, are inspired by Him, and are 
God’s Word. 


VIII. Holding these things to be true, we believe that the 
Scriptures are: 

1. The spring from which the saving power of God continuously 
flows into the lives of men; 


2. The only source of truly Christian doctrine; and 

3. The only rule and norm for Christian faith and life. 

In addition to this declaration we ought to submit the para- 
graph in Dr. Knubel’s sermon to which reference was made above. 
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It reads as follows: “What is to be said at this time also of the 
unity of all Lutherans, especially in America? I sincerely be- 
lieve that it actually exists here (and is growing throughout the 
world), partly because all Lutheran bodies in America hold 
genuinely to the same Confessions, but chiefly because at heart 
we are all devoted to the pure Gospel. That unity ought to be 
openly acknowledged by all. It is a joy to know that a rapidly 
increasing number in all Lutheran bodies are of the same persua- 
sion. It would seem, however, that at the present moment the 
United Lutheran Church in America is regarded by some bodies 
as unworthy of that recognition. The immediate reason would 
appear to be our approach to the Scriptures, in that we, with 
Luther and the Confessions, believe that the Gospel is the true 
approach, believe that the Gospel is the center and key of the 
Scriptures, believe that the Word of God is primarily the Gospel, 
believe that the Gospel is our chief assurance of the divine character 
of the Scriptures and especially their inspiration. The crucial 
difference, developed in recent discussions, rests in the matter 
of the verbal inspiration of an original text of the Scriptures 
(which, of course, does not exist), including every numerical, 
geographical, historical, or other purely secular statement. What 
is our responsibility in the face of these conditions? We must 
with our founders rejoice over the fulfilled promise we possess 
in our own unity, but recognize longingly greater promises not 
as yet possessed. We must rid ourselves of any state of mind that 
finds more pleasure in disagreeing with other Lutherans than in 
agreeing with them. ‘God is not the author of confusion but 
of peace. We must patiently free ourselves of faults as God’s 
grace reveals them to us. We must be mindful of the constant 
threats to the pure Gospel, this treasure of Lutheranism, — threats 
perhaps more violent and powerful in these days than ever, — 
and pray for the acknowledged unity of all Lutherans in the 
Gospel. We must appeal to such bodies as do not recognize us, 
asking them if their present tendencies will not ultimately place 
other things before the Gospel and thus destroy the divine power 
and wisdom of Lutheran testimony.” 

If the reports of the newspapers can be relied on, the declara- 
tion of the U. L. C. A. commissioners as given above was adopted. 

Of the many considerations that crowd upon a member of the 
Missouri Synod as he reads this material, those that appear chief 
to us are here submitted. 


1. We fully share Dr. Knubel’s sentiment that “we must rid 
ourselves of any state of mind that finds more pleasure in dis- 
agreeing with other Lutherans than in agreeing with them. ‘God 
is not the author of confusion but of peace.” Amen! we say 
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with sincere longing for the day when the U.L.C.A. and the 
Missouri Synod can establish fellowship. 


2. Dr. Knubel, however, misunderstands the situation when 
he says: “The immediate reason” (for the critical attitude of some 
other Lutheran bodies toward the U.L.C.A.) “would appear to 
be our approach to the Scriptures, in that we, with Luther and 
the Confessions, believe that the Gospel is the true approach, 
believe that the Gospel is the center and key to the Scriptures, 
believe the Word of God is primarily the Gospel, believe that 
the Gospel is our chief assurance of the divine character of the 
Scriptures and especially their inspiration.” It is not this approach 
which we criticize. That the Gospel is the center and key to the 
Scriptures is a statement we heartily endorse. The fact that the 
Brief Statement of the Missouri Synod in its paragraphs on 
Inspiration does not take this approach is not due to antagonism 
to it, but (so we suppose) to the feeling on the part of the authors 
that the truth it expresses would be uttered elsewhere in the 
document. 

3. “The crucial difference,” as Dr.Knubel correctly states, 
“rests in the matter of the verbal inspiration of an original text 
of the Scriptures.” He might have added that the question at 
issue is whether this original text is inerrant or not. When 
Dr. Knubel, sharing the view of the commissioners expressed in 
their report, says that the text does not exist, his language is not 
sufficiently precise. If he had said that the original manuscripts 
do not exist, we should at once have assented. But that is quite 
different from the assertion that the original text does not exist. 
We hope that in the near future we can discuss this point more 
at length. 

4. Thinking now of the report of the commissioners, we see 
that it contains a definite challenge for all Lutherans who stand 
on the old foundations when it declares that neither the Con- 
fessions of the Church nor the Scriptures themselves are in accord 
with the teaching that “the Scriptures are the infallible truth also 
in those parts which treat of historical, geographical, and other 
secular matters.” Is this true or not? The issue is clearly stated. 
Here is where the battle must be fought. The debate is not on 
the approach to the doctrine of inspiration but on the great ques- 
tion of the infallibility of the Scriptures. For the present we 
refer our readers to the works of our dogmaticians on this sub- 
ject, to previous articles in this journal, and to Dr. Kretzmann’s 
monograph The Foundations Must Stand. 


5. When one reads the declaration on the Word of God and 
the Scriptures embodied in the report of the commissioners, one 
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comes upon many sentences which elicit one’s hearty approval. 
Having perused it repeatedly, we say that we find nothing in it 
which would have to be called a doctrinal error. The terminology 
employed is somewhat different from that to which we are accus- 
tomed, but that is not a serious matter. Sensible men will not 
haggle over terms. The serious omission which occurs will be 
referred to in paragraph 7. 

6. We are perplexed, we must say, by the fourth proposition 
of the document, which speaks of God’s Word in a wider sense. 
If the meaning is that, when God, for instance, communicated 
to Noah divine truths in messages not recorded in the Scriptures, 
such messages were truly the Word of God, we gladly agree. 
It was not necessary for such messages to be reduced to writing 
in order to become divine Word. But the paragraph appears ob- 
scure to us. It seems that the authors speak of three things, God’s 
messages communicated to people, divine acts in which God made 
Himself known, and the history of such messages and such acts. 
Is it the meaning of the authors that every one of these three 
things is given the designation “the Word of God”? 

7. Our chief complaint, however, has not to do with the lack 
of clearness just adverted to, but with the failure of the docu- 
ment to confess the infallibility or inerrancy of the Holy Scriptures 
in every point. The commissioners reject the teaching of the 
complete infallibility of the Bible, as we have seen; hence they 
cannot confess it. They, however, do not hold that those who do 
accept this infallibility are guilty of taking an un-Lutheran posi- 
tion; their declaration does hence not reject such teaching. In 
other words, they regard acceptance of the teaching which has 
been current in the Lutheran Church, that the Bible in all respects 
is inerrant, as a matter on which the Church need not take a definite 
stand. It is here where the commissioners seriously err. 

8. We do not believe that the majority of the pastors and 
laymen in the U.L.C.A. join the commissioners in rejecting the 
teaching that the Bible is inerrant. Since the Declaration is 
silent on this point, its acceptance by the convention in Baltimore 
cannot be adduced as evidence to show that the whole U.L.C. A. 
is now opposing the doctrine that the Bible from beginning to 
end is the infallible Word of God. It is our prayer that renewed 
study of the character of the Scriptures and the statements which 
they make about themselves will lead those U. L. C. A. theologians 
who have departed from the well-known Lutheran position to 
return to the rock on which the Church has won its victories, 
the inerrant Word of God. W. ARNDT 
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Predigtentwiirfe fiir die Cvangelien der Thomafius- 
Perifopenreihe *) 


Zweiter Sonntag im Advent 
Quf. 17, 20—30 
Sn der AWdventszeit Horen wir von dem verjdhiedenen KRommen 
unfers RKinig3, JEju Chrijti. Auch in unjerm Text wird er als Konig 
hingeftellt, der cin Reich hat. CS ijt dies jedoch fein irdijche3, fondern 
ein geijtlides Reich. Wir verftehen den Konig bejfer, lernen ihn genauer 
fennen, twenn iwir unterrichtet werden iiber jein eich. 


Das Reis unfers himmlifden Kinig3, FEfu Chrifti 
1. Heute ift e3 nod verborgen 
2. Cinft wird e3 aber hHerrlid offenbart 


1 

Ginjt famen Pbharijaer zum HErrn und fragten ihn: ,Wann 
fommt da3 Reich Gottes?“ Wir finnen annehmen, daf fie diefe Frage 
nicht aus Seilsbegierde an SEjum gerichtet Hatten. Gie Hatten wohl 
auch bon feiner Predigt gehirt, Marf.1,15. Das Kommen des Reiches 
Gottes twar mehr als je das Tagesgeiprach unter den Quden. Gon 
Sohannes der Taufer hatte ein joldes Aufjehen erregt, dak man fragte, 
ob er nicht der Mejffias fei, der ein Konig itber BSrael fein follte. Crit 
recht aber redete man bom Mejfias, als SCjus auftrat, den Johannes alZ 
Mejfias begeidnete und der durch) Wunder feine Predigt befraftigte. Die 
PKharijaer Hatten nun einen gang verfehrten Begriff bom KRommen de3 
mejfianijden Reiches. Cie wahnten, der Meffias wiirde ein irdifder 
Konig fein. WS er fie darin enttaufdte, fpotteten fie feiner, und in 
einem jold) fpodttijcdjen Geijt fragten fie ihn: Wann fommt denn endlid 
das Reich Gottes? Noch immer ijt e3 nicht erjchienen! 

Was antiwortet der HErr den Pharifaern? BV. 20,21.  ,,Micht mit 
augerlicen Gebarden” fommt das Reich Gottes. C8 ijt eben nicht von 
Diefer Welt. Geiftlich, unficshtbar. ,,Yntwendig in euch“; jebt fchon in 
eurer Mitte; ijt fhon gefommen. BEjus Chrijtus, der Konig diejes 
Reicdhes, ijt fon da; jein Werk geht vor fich; fein Wort wird gepredigt. 
Das Reich Gottes ijt intwendig; der Mejfias erobert fich die Herzen, fo 
dak fie ifm buldigen als ihrem Konig und HErrn. Wer das Evan- 
gelium im Glauben annahm, der gehirte gu diefem Reich, gu dem war 
e8 gefommen. 

Das Reich Gottes hat jeitdem feine Natur nicht vberandert. Nod 
heute ijt e3 ein geijtlicjes Reich. BVerfehrte AnfdHauungen hat man iiber 


*) Wir mochten hiermit unfere Lefer auf die in unferm Verlagshaufe unter 
dem Titel The Thomasius Gospel Selections erjdienenen Studien aufmerffam 
machen, wo fie reicheS Material ju Predigten iiber diefe treffliche Perifopenreihe 
finden werden. — Die Redaftion. 
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pas Reich, die Rirde. Die einen: €3 foll ein meltlidjes Reich fein; 
andere: Dies Reich ijt da, wo man auferlid) den groben Lajtern ent- 
fagt; nod) andere fudjen da3 Reich.in augerliden Gebarden, gropen 
Rirdhgebauden, volfreicen Gemeinden, in Reidshtum und Prunf, wie im 
PRapittum. — Auch heute fommt das Reich noch, wo YEjus im Wort 
gu den Menjdhen fommt. Es ijt ja die Gemeinde der Heiligen, der die 
Glaubigen angehiren. ,Wenn der himmlifdhe Vater uns feinen Hei- 
ligen Geijt gibt” ujty., dann fommt das Reich Gottes gu uns. Wo das 
Evangelium gepredigt wird, da fiihrt der Gnadenfsnig fein Megiment, 
Rol. 1, 12—14. 

Darum lobe, Bion, deinen Gott! Giehe, auch im neuen RKirden- 
jahr wird in Wort und Saframent das Reich Gottes gu uns fommen. 
Qu dir und mir fommt unfer Gnadenfinig mit feinem Reich. Dies 
Reich ift intwendig in uns. Aber nicht immer wird Gottes Reich in 
der Verborgenheit bleiben. Cinjt, am Viingften Tage, wird e3 herrlid 
geoffenbart tverden. 2 


Der Heiland redet nun feine Giinger an. Auch fie bedurften der 
Belehrung, V.22—25. Auch fie waren nod in dem faljchen Wahn be- 
fangen, alS witrde Chrifti Reich und Herrfdaft irdifder Wrt fein. JEfus 
troftet und belehrt fie, indDem er allerdings auf die fiinftige Serrlichfeit 
der Kirche hintweift, ihnen aber borausfagt, dag in diefer Welt Kreug 
und Tritbjal ihr Los fein wird. Beiten der Priifung werden ifnen 
fommen; Dann twerden fie fic) nach feiner leiblidjen Gegentwart zuriict= 
fehnen. Gie werden eben nicht die gange Welt befehren fonnen; als 
Voten Chrijti werden fie nicht geehrt, jondern gehawt werden. Grofke 
Gefahr droht ihnen feitens der Verfiihrer, die bald hier, bald da den 
fidhtbaren Chrijtus gefunden gu haben borgeben. JCjus riiftet fie, indem 
er Darauf hintweijt, dak feine fichtbare Wiederfunft nist im ftillen und 
im geheimen vor fich gehen wird, fondern offentlich. Wie das Wuf- 
flammen de3 BlibeS, fo wird das Kommen de3 HErrn am Fiingjten 
Tage von allen Menjchen gu gleicher Zeit deutlich gefehen werden. Dann 
wird feine Herrlichfeit nicht mehr verborgen, fondern allen offenbar fein. 
Sebt freilich mug er noch viel Leiden, muh fterben und gen Himmel 
fahren. 

Sa, gerade teil die geiftliche Herrlichfeit unjers Heilandes und 
feineS Reicdes hier auf Erden jebt verborgen ijt, haben auch wir ernjte 
Priifungsftunden durdhgumaden. Wobvon redet der HErr? Von geijt- 
licher Triibjal, Kampf mit Siinde, Kreuz, Verfolgung, Anfedtung. Da 
mochten wir denfen: Wenn der HErr BEfus doch nur einen Tag 
fame, um un$ gu erleuchten, und 3u belehren und gu trojten! Rommen 
uns foldhe Gedanfen, dann follen wir nicht irrigen Lehrern Gebhir 
fchenfen, die uns falfde Chrifti vorfiihren, fondern feftitehen. Mur eine 
fleine Zeit mahrt die Sdhwachheit; bald ijt fie voriiber. Yebt ijt die 
Rircdhe veradhtet; man fieht nichts von unferm Rinig. Dod) er fommt 
fichtbar wieder, und gtwar in groker Kraft und Gerrlidfeit. Und mit 
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ifm fommt das Reich Gottes in feliger Vollendung. WAllerdings fejrec- 
lich Den Gottlojen; jo viele find wie die Menjden in den Tagen Noahs. 
(Lied 44, 9.) Aber uns$ wird jener Tag ein Freudentag fein. Die 
Kirche jteht dann felig vollendet da in Pradht und Sine. Und wir? 
Wir haben teil an feiner Herrlicdhfeit. Frei von Siinde uftw., genieBen 
wir ewige Rube, Frieden, Wonne. — Vijt du ein Viirger diefes Reiches? 
Huldigft du diefem Kinig? Gebrauchjt du fein Wort? Fiihrft du einen 
frommen Wandel? Getroft! Du mupt gidar viel leiden twie der 
HErr. Doh was fdhadet’s? Das Reich Gottes ijt inwendig, wir ftehen 
in Der Gnade; einft wird eS herrlich offenbart, und wir ftehen gur redjten 
Hand deS Konigs und gehen ein in die etwige Herrlichfeit. (Lied 44, 10.) 
Kaul RKRinig 


Dritter Sonntag im Advent 


Mander nennt fich einen Chrijten, der in Wirklidfeit fein Chrift ijt. 
C3 gibt ganze Kirdhengemeinjdaften, die fic) hrijtlid) nennen und dod 
nidts vom Chrijtentum lehren (Unitarier, Christian Science); ja 
unter den reformierten Rirden gibt e3 Gemeinden, deren Prediger die 
Grundwahrheiten der driftliden Religion geradezgu leugnen (Mto- 
Ddernijten). Wie follte man da Chriften finden finnen? Aber auch in 
drijtliden Gemeinden gibt e3 Leute, die wohl mitlaufen, bei denen das 
Chrijtentum aber eine rein auferlicke Sache ijt. Bet der groken reli- 


gidfen Gleichgiiltigfeit unfjerer Beit diirfte fich mobhl jeder priifen, mie 
eS mit ihm in Ddiejer Hinficht jteht. Das Wort Gottes, das mir Heute 
naber betradten werden, [apt an un3 die Warnung ergehen: 


G8 hiite fic) ein jeder vor dem Selbjthetrug, als fet er ein Chrijt, fo er 
eS bod) nicht ift! 
Er frage fic, 

. ob fein Chriftentum blogR dem augeren Sein 

nad ein foldes ift; oder 
. ob fein Chriftentum aus der redten Gergens- 

buge herborgeht 
1 

a. Worin befteht das Sdheindriftentum? MNidt in 
einem echt frommen Wandel — denn der findet fich nur bei twahren 
Chriften —, fondern in dem auferliden Schein eines folden. Die 
Pharijaer jtellten fich recht fromm an; aber fie waren ,,Otterngegiidte’, 
B.7, ,Heucler”, ,Rinder der Hille”; fie frafen der Witwen Haufer, 
twendeten aber lange Gebete vor; fie vergehnteten Minge, Till und Kiim- 
mel, aber liegen dDabinten dad Sdhwerfte im Gefeg, namlid da8 Geridt, 
die Barmbergigfeit und den Glauben, Matth. 23,13—38. Die Phari- 
faer und Gadbdugaer mifdjten fic) aud unter den Haufen derer, die fid 
bon Johannes taufen lieBen und ihre Siinden befannten, B. 6.7, ja fie 
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riihmten fich ihrer Hohen Abfunft von Abraham, B.9, waren aber dod 
nidt Abrahams geijtlide Kinder, Rom. 2, 28. 29. 

So gibt e3 auch heute nicht wenige, die in Dem Haufen der Chriften 
mitlaufen, fich fromm anjtellen, fromme Sebden fihren, fich ihrer Whfunft 
pon hriftlidjen Cltern riihmen ufiv., aber im Herzen weit von Gott ent- 
fernt find. Ba folde Leute befinden fich fogar in dem falfden Wan, dafR 
fie wirklich Gottes Kinder feien. 

b. Wohin fihrtnunaber folhe3s Sheingriftentum? 
%.10—12 gibt die Antwort. Derfelbe Gott, der die Seinen mit der 
Geijtestaufe tauft, wird die, die nur auferlich fich fromm jtellen, bet 
denen aber feine GinneSanderung ftattgefunden hat, bet denen Bue 
und Glauben feblt, mit der Feuertaufe taufen, jie al8 Spreu berbrennen 
mit dem eigen Feuer, V. 10—12. 

€3 achte Daher jeder twohl darauf, ob fein Chrijtentum rechter Wrt 
ijt, ob e3, twie wir givcitens horen werden, aus der redhten Hergensbuge 
herborgebt. 2 


a. Worin befteht die rehte Supe? ,Tut Supel” B. 2. 
Sohannes twar ein BSubprediger, und fo hat er dem HErrn den Weg in 
die Herzen der Menfdjen bereitet, V.3. Sein ganges Erfdeinen dort in 
Der Wilfte machte nidt den Cindrucf eines Manne3, der e3 nur auf gute 
Tage abgefehen hatte, fondern dem fein Wmt ein rechter Ernjt war, B. 4. 
rdut Bupe, das Himmelreich ijt nahe herbeifommen!” Go Lautete die 
Bubpredigt de3 Johannes, das twar der Subruf an das Volf feiner Beit. 

Das Wort Bue wird in der Schrift in gweifadhem Sinne gebraudt, 
entiveder al3 Meue itber die Siinde, oder e3 feblieRt die ganze Befehrung 
deS Menfden in fich (Reue und Glauben). Giehe Triglotta, 952, 
§ 7—9. Bn unferm Lert wird das Wort Bue im lebteren Sinne 
gebraucht. Yohannes follte und wollte ja dem HErrn den Weg in die 
Menfdenherzgen bereiten, alfo die Menfden durd) feine Predigt gu 
Chrijto befehren. Aber dagu ift einfache Iteue itber die Siinde, die aus 
dem Gefew fommt, nidt genug; e3 mu dagufommen der Glaube an 
Chrijtum, defjen Verdienjt die troftlicdhe Predigt de3 Cvangeliums allen 
bupfertigen Giindern anbietet. lope GejebeSpredigt madt nur ber 
mejffene Leute oder treibt die Menfden gur Veraiveiflung. Yohannes 
aber tvollte die Menfchen in da3 Himmelreid bringen, B.2. Er forz 
derte fie auf, ihre Siinden Zu befennen, gu bereuen und fich dann der 
Gnade Gottes in Chrijto, der volligen Vergebung ihrer Giinden, gu 
getrojten. Wie jpater der AWpoftel Paulus, fo predigte Johannes ,, Bue 
gu Gott und den Glauben an unfern HErrn YEfum Chrijtum”, Apoft. 
20,21. Und die Taufe de3 Yohannes twar eine ,,Taufe der Bue gur 
Vergebung der Sinden”, Marf.1,4. Siehe auch Apoft. 19, 4. 

Das ijt die rechte Buppredigt. Cin Bupprediger mu wohl aus dem 
Gejew den ficheren Siindern gar derb die Wahrheit fagen, B. 7 ff., aber 
Dann die erfchrodenen Gewifjen mit dem Evangelium triften, mit Wort 
und Gaframent, B. 2. 6, und fie fo eingig und allein hintweifen auf 
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Gotte3 Gnade in Chrijto. Wer nit fo predigt, der fann niemand felig 
macden. Golche rechten Bupprediger find leider rar getworden. Daz 
gegen gibt e3 viele, die Den Leuten predigen, nad) dem ihnen die Obren 
jucten, 2 Tim. 4,3, und die die Leute damit in die Hille hineinpredigen. 
Wehe folden! Gleich den Pharijadern fommen folche felbjt nicht ins 
Himmelreicsh, und die hinein twollen, laffen fie nicht binein, Matth. 
23,13. Denfen wir daran, dak Gott unferer Synode nun hundert 
Sabre lang fein Wort lauter und rein in diefem Lande erhalten hat, dap 
auch in diefer WdventSzeit und in diefem Kirchenjahr unfer Heiland aufs 
neue uns fegnen twill. Danfen wir ihm dafiir, und halten wir fejt am 
Evangelium und der gangen Schrift! 1 Ror. 15,57.58. Ridten wir 
aber auch dDanad unjer Leben ein; denn wir Hiren weiter, daf bet buk- 
fertigen Chrijten aud) die Friichte der Bue nicht fehlen diirfen. 

b. Woran fann man die reste Bue erfennen? 
»Sebhet gu, tut rechticdhaffene Friidhte der Bugel” BV. 8. Die redhte 
Hergensbufe, bet der ja eine villige SinneSanderung ftattgefunden hat, 
mug fich nun aud) in einem neuen Wandel ertveifen, namlic&h durch den 
Dienjt Gottes in Heiligfeit und Geredhtigfeit, die ihm gefallig ijt, Qu. 
1,75; UApojt. 26,20; Kol.3,1—17. Die getauft, V.6, und alfo von 
Giinden rein gewajden find, werden nun auch in einem neuen Leben 
wwandeln; fie find ja der Siinde abgejtorben und laffen fie nicht mehr 
herrjden in ihrem jfterblidjen Leibe. Das fei ferne, dak die, die unter 
Der Gnade find, fortan noch in Siinden leben follten! Rom. 6, 1—23. 

Solche wird dann auch der HErr mit feinem Geifte taufen, VB. 11, 
Wpojft. 1,8; Boh. 15,26, der fie in alle Wahrheit leiten wird, Yoh. 
16,13, ja der auch, wie die Umitande in der Rirde das erfordern, fie 
mit feinen bejonderen GeifteZgaben feqnen wird, WApoft. 2,33, wie er 
ja feine mandherlei GeijteSgaben ihnen Zuerteilt, einem jeden das Seine, 
nach dem er twill, 1 Ror. 12, 4—11. 

Wuch wir Chrijten follen uns das recht angelegen fein lafjen, dah 
wir nun auch rechtjdaffene Friichte Der Bue in unjerm Leben hervorz- 
bringen, allerding3 nicht aus eigener Kraft, wohl aber durch die Kraft, 
die Gott felbjt durch feinen Geijt uns fchentt. 

Sole aber, bet denen das Chrijtentum aus redhter Hergensbufe 
herborgeht, werden, wenn der HErr feine Tenne fegen wird, nicht al3 
Spreu verbrannt werden, fondern als Weizgen wird Gott fie in feine 
Sceunen fammeln; fie werden etig felig, VB. 12. Das gebe uns Gott 
aus Gnaden um FCfu willen! S. ©. ©. Frib 


Rierter Sonntag im Advent 
Ruf. 1, 46—55 
Dies ijt der lebte Sonntag vor Weihnadten; er foll un3 daber 
gang injonderheit auf eine redjte Weihnachtsfeier vorbereiten. Weih- 
nachten ijt wohl das froblicite Feft im Yahr. Fiir den Chriften find 
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freilich alle Fefte des Kirdhenjahrs Freudentage; fie reden alle gu ihm 
pon den bverfdhiedenen Taten Gottes, die gu unferer Erlofung gefdehen 
find. Wher in der Welt mird das Weihnadhtsfeft allgemeiner und mit 
lauterer Freude gefeiert alZ irgendein andere3 Feft. Aber ach, mie 
wenig Verjtandnis diejes Feftes, wie wenig Erfenntnis der wahren Bez 
peutung Ddiejes Feftes! Gibt e3 nicht auch unter denen, die gu Weih- 
nadten zur Kirche gehen und mit in die Qubellieder einjtimmen, jolde, 
pon denen Gott fagen muk: ,Tu nur weg bon mir da3 Geplarr deiner 
Lieder; denn ich mag deines Pfalterjpiels nicht horen”? mos 5, 23. 

Das Magnififat, diefer Lobgejang der Maria, hat feinen Grund 
in Dem Weihnachtswunder. Maria hatte die Reife gu ihrer Veriwandten 
Glijabeth unternommen, tweil fie wupte, was bevoritand; Clijabeth hatte 
in ijrem Gru daran erinnert. Maria erflart, marum fie fich defjen 
freut, was gu Weihnadhten gefdhehen foll: , Mein Geijt freuet fic) Gottes, 
meine3 Heilande3.” Das befehreibt auch unjere Freude, wenn fie anders 
rechter Wrt ijt: 


nMein Geift frenet fic) Gottes, meines Heilande3” 
Er, der zu Weihnadten fommt, ift 
1. Gott, mein OGeiland 2. Gott, mein Heiland 
3. Gott, mein Oeiland 


1 

ES ift natiirlich, dak guerft das Weihnadtswunder das Cr- 
ftaunen und den Lobpreis der Maria ertwect. Gott wird Menjfdh; Gottes 
Sohn wird Menjch geboren; das hat ihr der Engel ausdriiclich gefagt, 
uf. 1,35; auch BV. 31—33. Und atwar hat er fie, die Niedrigfte der 
Niedrigen (fo denft fie bon fich), dazu erforen, die Mutter feines Sohnes 
gu fein, B.48.49. Wber foldh cin Gott ijt unfer Gott; fo gabhlt fie nun 
andere Wunder der allmachtigen Wirffamfeit Gottes auf, BV. 51—53. 

Der allmachtige Gott, der heute noc Wunder tut, ijt e3, der gu 
Weihnadten fich gu uns Niedrigen herablafkt. Man braucht ja heute 
nicht tweit gu gehen, um befannte Veifpiele fiir diefe angefiihrten Worte 
dDer Maria gu finden. Wie hat Gott in diefen lebten fiinfundsiwangig 
Sahren in der gangen Welt das Unterjte guoberft gefehrt! Und indem 
er un$ jo feine Wimacht offenbarte, hat er uns nicht gu gleider Beit 
gegeigt, welch ein armes, elendes Gemadhte wir find, tie fcdhiwach, wie 
berganglic 2 

nereut euch, ifr Menjdhenfinder al’! Gott fommt gu euch bom 
Simmelsfaal.” Gott, nicht in irgendeinem verbliimten, iibertragenen 
Ginn, fondern Gott im gangen Ginn des Wort; derjelbe Gott, der ,,auf 
Erben fold) Berjtiren anridtet; der den Kriegen fteuert” uj. Der 
nvird gebor’n ein Rindlein flein Von Maria, der Sungfrau rein’. 
ied 19, 1. 

59 
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Wozgu fommt er? Das finnte fdhreclich fein, wenn Gott fommt. 
Wher er fommt als Geiland. Maria wufte gang genau, was das be- 
Deutete; er ijt dDer Helfer, von dem Hej. 63 redet; fie fennt die Schrift, 
und wenn fie hier bon dDem HErrn redet, fo denft fie an das, twas ihr 
der Engel verfiindigt hat, uf. 1, 32.33, und an folde Schriftworte wie 
By. 25,5—7; Sef. 45,17—25. Gie gehort nicht gu denen, die in dem 
Meffias einen irdijden Konig erwwarteten; fie freut fich, dak Gott ihr 
Heiland ijt bon Siinde und Tod, da dies Kind ein rechter YEjus fein 
foll, der fein Volf jelig macht bon ihren Giinden. 

Darum preijt fie aud nicht nur Gottes Macht, fondern vor allem 
jeine Barmbergigfeit, V.50, und feine Treue, daB er feine Verheipun- 
gen, den Vatern gegeben, erfiillt, B.54.55; ja jogar feine Oeiligfeit, 
B.49; denn gerade weil er heilig ijt und alles, twas er tut, heilig und 
bollfommen ijt, Darum bat er diefen tunderbaren Plan der Erldfung 
erfunden, der jo vollfommen ivieder gutmadt, was wir Menjden ver- 
brodjen haben. 

G8 ijt Der Bivec, gu dem Gott zu Weihnadten gu uns fommt, der 
ung mit Freude erfiillt und den tir in fier all unfern Weihnaddhts- 
Tiedern riihmen und befingen. Wie twunderbar, daf er, der groke Gott, 
fic) fo unferer Niedrigfeit erbarmt! Wie twunderbar, daf er, den tir 
beleidigt und ergitrnt haben, den erjten Schritt dazu tut, uns die Selig- 
feit twieder gu ermodglicjen! Wie tunderbar, da er fich durch) die anz 
haltende Bosheit und Undanfbarfeit der Menjchen nicht davon abbhalten 
lagt, feine Gnadenverheipungen zu erfiillen! Ya, wenn wir die Augen 
aufmacjen, fo mitijen wir felbft in den Werfen feiner Wllmacht jeine 
Barmberzigfeit erfennen. Warum iibt er Getwalt ufw., BV. 51—53? 
Weil er feiner Barmberzigfeit gedenft und die fiindige Mtenfdheit trob 
ihrer Bosheit retten twill 3 


Gr ijt der Heiland. Wie fommt das nun mir zugute? Co, dak 
id) mit Maria fagen lerne: Er ijt Gott, mein Heiland. 

Das jehlieBt ein erjilich cin volles und freie3 Siindenbefenntnis. 
Maria wei natiirlich nichts bon ihrer eigenen Unbeflecktheit, die man 
jpater fiir fie erfunden hat; fie weig, fie hat einen Geiland nitig; und 
der tieffte Grund ihrer Freude ijt der: Hier ijt er, den fie ,mein Hei- 
land” nennen darf; nicht weil er ifr Sohn ijt — davon fagt fie gar 
nights —, fondern teil Gott e3 verheigen hat; und diefe Verheipungen 
ergreift fie im Glauben, twendet dicfelben auf fich felber an und wird 
fo gewig: Er ijt mein Heiland. 

Sedes rechte Weihnacdhtsgemalde mu als Gintergrund ein Bild 
unfers eigenen hilflofen, $offnungslojfen Bujtands haben. Propheten 
und Wpojtel fparen nicht die dunflen Farben, wenn fie den troftlofen 
Zujtand der Welt ohne Chriftum darjtelen. Wir follen ihnen darin 
folgen, gerade auch zu Weihnadten; da Hindert nicht die Weihnadhts- 
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freude, fondern zeigt far, tworin die rete Weihnadtsfreude bejteht 
und twie groR diefe Freude fein foll. 

uch Hier fommt eS jedoch vor allem darauf an, dak ein jeder 
fagen fann: Er ijt mein QGeiland. Go follte diefer lebte Sonntag de3 
Advents fiir den eingelnen Chrijten ein rechter Bupfonntag fein, an 
dem er ernjtlich mit fich felber inS Gericht geht. Wieder liegt cin 
Xahr der Gnade hinter un, in dem un alle die gropen Taten Gottes gu 
unferer Erlofung bor die Wugen gefiihrt worden find. Wie haben mir 
un dagu geftellt? Gott jet uns gnadig! 

Und er ift e3 noch nicht miide, un immer twieder mit feiner Gnade 
gu begegnen. Mit dem Weihnadhtsfeft beginnen mir miederum einen 
neuen Kalender; wieder werden wir in gehiriger Reihenfolge betradten, 
wie Gott feine Gnadenverheifungen, Whraham und den Vatern gegeben, 
fo berrlich in Chrifto wahr gemacht hat. Nun fommt e3 darauf an, dak 
wir diefe VerheiRungen auf uns felber begiehen und fie im Glauben 
annehmen. Daf feither viele Sahrhunderte verjtridjen find, tut nichts 
gur Sache; Abraham lebte langer vor der Erfiillung diefer Verheipungen 
alg wir nachber; dennoc) ijt er dDurd den Glauben an den Heiland felig 
geworden. 

Srohlide Weihnacdht! — ja, wenn du aufs neue mit Maria fagen 
lernft: , Mtein Geijt freuet fich Gotte3, meines Heilandes.” 

Theo. Hover 


GEriter Weihnadtstag 
Xoh. 1, 1—14 
Luf. 2,1—7 jcildert Niedrigfeit und Wrmut; aber im Lidte von 
Rap. 1,68—79 und Rap. 2,8—14 ift’s Oeil und Herrlichfeit, die 
sreude, die allem Volf twiderfahren wird. Heute aufs neue wider 
fabrt euch diefe Freude: 


Cud) ijt der Heiland geboren 
1 

»Das Wort ward Fleijdh.” (GHerrlichfeit der Perfon.) Das 
Wort (Gott). ber den Begriff ,Wort’: ,Das Wort wird erjt im 
Herzen geboren und bleibt unerfannt im Bunerjten de} Menfden; dann 
wird e3 mittelS der Lippen geboren und fo allgemein fundbar, ohne 
dak fein Zufammenhang mit der Seele aufgehoben wird“; und dann 
offenbart e3 und bringt gur Vollendung den fundgegebenen Willen. Yt 
nun diefe Auslequng de3 Ausdruc3 Wort euch allen verftandlih? Wohl 
fann diefe Erflarung Anwendung finden, wenn ihr alle Hocdgelehrte 
Leute feid. Wber wir predigen auch, und vornehmlid, den Unmiindigen 
und Rindern. Luther: ,Das Wort ijt der allerheimlichjte Ratjchluk, 
den Gott hat im Grunde feines Gergen3.” Und wenn eudh diefe Er- 
flarung gu fejnell fommt und gu gebeimnisvoll Lautet, dann nehmt 
Luthers Rat an. Diefer lautet: ,,Qa, fiehft du, wer verjteht diefe unz 
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erhorte und ungewohnlicke Rede? Wo du hirft das Wortlein ,Wort', 
da verjtehe ,Sohn‘’.” (VII, 2151.) Offenbar begeicjnet der Ausdrud 
Wort eine Perfon. Denn das Wort ijt befdrieben als ewig, B.1, als 
Schopfer, V. 3.10, al3 Gott, BV. 1, und doch als vom Vater unterjchied- 
lich, B.1 (,,war bet Gott”). Nicht nur am Anfang, fondern vor Beit 
und Erde, im Anfang, ehe der Anfang anfing, von Ewigfeit, war diefje 
Berjon, Hebr.7,3; Yoh. 17,5.24; Spr. 8,22—24; Pj.90,2. Und 
wir erfennen diejfe Perfon an ibren Werfen, BV. 3.10; an den iweiteren 
Vegzeidhnungen: Leben, V. 4; Yoh. 5,26; 1 Joh. 5,20; und Licht, B. 4; 
Soh. 8,12; Leben und Licht, das fich mitteilt gum Wohl feiner Gefdhipfe. 
Wifo das Wort ijt die gweite Perjon der Gottheit, der eingeborne Sohn 
bom Vater, V.14.18. Alfo: ,.Wo du hireft das Wortlein ,Wort', da 
berftehe ,Sohn‘.“ 

/BWard Fleifh” (Menfdh): Der eingeborne Sohn vom Vater er- 
fdien in menjdhlider Geftalt dem Abraham, als Feuer dem Ntofes, als 
weuers und Wolfenjaule dem Volf Jsrael, als Wolfe im Allerheiligiten. 
Das war tounderbar und ferrlid. Wber das Weihnadtsevangelium 
fagt, Dak der Sohn Gottes Fleijch ward. Das war er vorher nidt. Die 
gottlicde Berfon nahm die menjfdlide Natur in fich auf, Hebr. 2,14; 
Phil. 2,7; Rim. 9,5. — , Ward"; nicht wie Adam Menfd twurde oder 
twie Seth Menjcdh wurde, fondern nach der VerheiRung Sef. 7,14; Gen. 
3,15, und, tie Qufas Rap. 2 ergzabhlt, in groper Armut und Niedrigfeit, 
aber doch twirflider Menjd, der andere Menjch, 1 Ror. 15,47; Rom. 5. 


— 1Tim. 3,16. (Pieper, Dogm.II, 93. Kat., Fr. 135.) Perfonlide 
Vereinigung, Mitteilung der Cigenfdaften. Das lehrt nur die Schrift. 
Die Theofophijten, die Mormonen und andere Heiden lehren, dak der 
Menjeh Gott wird. Die Sehrift lehrt, dak Gott Menfch geworden ijt, 
und Ddiefes geoffenbarte Geheimnis feiern nun Himmel und Erde. 


2 

»Und twohnete unter uns. . . voller Gnade und Wahrheit.” (Herr 
Lichfeit dDeS Wmts.) 

,Wobhnete unter uns”, namlid als fleijehgetwordenes Wort, als 
Gottmenjd. Cr hatte feinen Wufenthalt unter den Menjchen, fichtbar, 
greifbar, als Crfiillung des Vorbildes der Stiftshiitte, ein Menfden- 
leben lang, bi8 der Stand jeiner Erniedrigung aufhirte. YCjus ijt 
geboren, um bei uns gu bleiben, Sef. 9,6. Er wohnte unter den Men- 
fen, B.14, unter jeinem Cigentum, B.11, in der Welt, BV. 10, unter 
den geiftlich Toten, BV. 4, in der Finjternis, V.5; aber um die Toten gu 
eriveden und die Finjternis zu erleuchten; dDarum ,boller Gnade und 
Wahrheit’ (wirfjames Wohnen). ,,Gnade“: 2 Ror. 13,13; 8,9; Bob. 
1,16.17, die er uns ertvorben hat, damit wir Vergebung der Siinden 
und das etwige Leben erlangen finnen. ,Wabhrheit”: Die Verforperung 
der Verheipung Gottes, die perfinlide Crfdeinung der Treue dejfen, der 
gewif halt, twas er gujagt. Er wohnte wirffam und tatfraftig unter uns 
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alZ dad Leben und das Licht, V. 4.5, redend und offenbarend, BV. 18, gur 
Erfenntnis Gottes und gum Leben eriwecend, Yoh. 14,6. Dur die 
Herrlichfeit feiner Perfon und durch Wusridtung feines Wmte$ macht er 
un$ berrlich, B.12b; 1 Sob. 3, 1. 

Der Gottmenfd ijt wirfjam, teilt fich felbjt und feine Schabe uns 
mit Durch das Wort des Changeliums, V.6—9. Maria, Yofeph, die 
Girten, die erften Viinger, alle, die felig werden. miiffen das Zeugnis, 
¥.7, annehmen. Die BEfum aufnehmen, an feinen Namen glauben, 
pon Gott geboren find, B.12.18, werden im Tert charafterijiert als 
folde, die das Evangelium glauben. Bgl. Boh. 3,16; Rim. 1, 16. 
Fehlt nocd etwas? Nein; die Weihnachtsbotjhaft bringt uns alles, was 
wir nodtig haben. 

Sluhk. Warnung, dak niemand unter das Urteil VB. 5b. 11 tie 
Luf.2,7.18 fomme. Das ijt der eine Ton der Trauer, namlich die 
Veriwerfung des herrliden Gottmenfden und feiner Gnade. CErmunte- 
rung, twie die Hirten, Simeon, Zacharias das Cvangelium zu glauben, 
um der Gnadenjdhabe BEfu teilhaftig gu werden. O du frobhlice, felige, 
gnaden-, frieden-, lebenbringende Weihnadhtszeit! G. 6. SGmufal 


Zweiter Weihnadtstag 
Xoh. 1, 15—18 

Wunderbar eindrudsvoll und herrlid ijt fehon die bloRe Erzgahlung 
bon dem Weihnachtswunder in Matth.1 und namentlich in Luf.2 (die 
Wnfiindigung de3 Wunder$: Maria, Yofeph; das Gebot des romifden 
Raijer3; die Reife deS ecingigartigen Brautpaars von Nazareth nad 
Bethlehem; die Geburt de3 Heilandes unter folch merfiwitrdigen Um- 
ftanden). 

Wher die Hauptiade, die am Chrijtfeft immer twieder betont werden 
mug, liegt in Den Worten de3 Engels , Cu ijt heute Der HGeiland 
geboren”. Gchon in diefer Botfhaft wird die Gottmenjchlidfeit des 
Erlifers und der eigentlide Biwec feines Rommens in die Welt deutlich 
angegeben. Diefe Tatjade ijt e3, die im Neuen Tejtament immer twieder 
herbortritt, wenn bon dem Kommen de3 HErrn ins Fleifd geredet wird, 
namentlic) aud) Gal. 4,4 und Yoh. 1, 14. 

Unfer Tert gleichjam die weitere Musfihrung der VBotfhaft ,Das 
Wort ward Fleijcdh und wohnete unter uns”. Der Coangelijt fiihrt uns 
die Segnungen de3 WeihnachtSswunder3 in furgen, aber inhaltreiden 
Worten vor. 


Der Weihnadtsfegen in den Worten ,,.Die Gnade und Wahrheit 
ijt Durch Chrijtum worden“ 


1. Wem wir diecfe unausfprehliden Segnungen 
gu berdanfen haben 


2. Worin diefe Segnungen bejftehen 
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a. Dem, der von Emwigfeit das Wort Gottes ijt. (Qujammen- 
fajjung bon den Gedanfen in BV. 1—3.9.14, um den Sfopus darguz 
Tegen.) Sobannes ruft mit einem clamor, der fic auch bei uns finden 
mug: Diefer ijt es. Kein Bweifel betreffs der Perjon, die ge- 
meint ijt. Der nach mir KRommende ijt bor mir getvefen, denn al3 der 
Erjte war er bor mir. Obgleicdh der leibliden Geburt nach jiinger als 
Sohannes, ijt doch SEjus von Cwigfeit der Lebendige Gottesfohn. Er 
ijt im abjoluten Sinn xedtosc, der Erjte, Rol. 1,15; Hebr. 12,23. Seine 
twefentlide Gottheit verbiirgt die Mitteilung der Weihnachtsfeqnungen. 

b. Dem eingebornen Sohn Gottes. Weil er das Wort Gottes 
in Dem der Schrift cigentiimliden Ginne ijt, ijt er auch die Offen- 
barung der Gedanfen und Reden, die Gott bei feinem Ratfdluk iiber die 
jiindige Menjchheit in feinem innerften Wejen gehabt hat. Nur er, der 
allein mit Gott vertraut ijt, der ihn bon Cwigfeit gefehen hat, fonnte ihn 
und feinen Grldfungsratjdhluk offenbaren. Er ijt ,bom Vater ausge- 
gangen und fommen in die Welt”; und er ijt doch zugleich von Ctvigfeit 
gu Cwigfeit im Scope feine3 Vater. Geine Erniedrigung hat nie fein 
innere3 Gohnesverhalinis zu feinem himmilifden Vater gelojt oder 
unterbrocjen. Darum war feine Rede nicht fein, fondern des Vaters, 
Der ifn gejandt hatte, Soh.7,16. Geine direfte Renntni3 de3 Er- 
ldfungsratidluffes verbiirgt die Mitteilung der Weihnachtsfegnungen. 


2 

a. Gie iibertreffen bet meitem alles, mas Mofes und das Alte 
Leftament zu bieten vbermodten. Das Evangelium, wie mit dem Romz 
men Chrijti in vollem Mae verfiindigt, ijt unvergleichlicdh herrlider als 
die Verfiindigung de3 altteftamentliden Gefebgeber3. Val. 2 Kor. 3, 
7—11 und den gangen Hebraerbrief. 

b. Gie bieten un3 die Gnade und die Wahrheit an. Xdoeic, die 
Giille der gittliden Liebe und Huld um Chrijti willen, Vergebung der 
Giinden, Leben und Seligfeit. Adndero, die Gewifheit, dah mir durd 
die Gnade auch wirflid) diefe unausfpredliden Segnungen befiben, teil 
eben der treu ift, der fie berheigfen hat. Cr ift felber die Wahrheit, und 
fein Wort ijt die Wahrheit; darum wird der Segen feiner Gnade uns 
immer twieder angeboten und mitgeteilt, gerade aud durd) die Weih- 
nachtsbot{ aft. 

c. Die Gnade Gottes wird un in reidhfter Fille dargeboten. Er, 
der die Fille der Gottheit gugleich mit feinem Vater befibt und nach 
feinem Woblgefallen austeilen fann (Rol. 2,9; Eph. 1,23), laRt un 
dDiefe Fille geniefen, und gwar Gnade um Gnade, in cinem unerfdopf- 
lichen Strome (avti). Wenn wir, nad unferm eigenen Geredhtigfeits- 
gefiibl, fon vergagen miiften, dann erhalten tir immer twieder die 
Bufiderung, daB das Meer der Gnade Gottes in dem YEfustindlein 
nicht ausgufdopfen ijt. 8. €. KRrebmann 
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The Meaning of “Fearing God” 


The question before us is: Does the verb to fear, in Luther’s Small 
Catechism mean essentially to be afraid, or does it mean substantially 
to stand in awe of or to venerate? In other words (to use the ancient 
classification current in the Church since time immemorial), does Luther 
there mean servile fear (timor servilis, timor coactus, horror Dei, which, 
as Luther says, is a seminarium odii), or does he mean filial fear (timor 
filialis)? Or we may ask: Does he mean Gesetzesfurcht (fear flowing 
from the Law) or Evangeliumsfurcht (fear having its source in the 
Gospel)? Or, wording the question still differently, we may ask: Does 
he mean Fleischesfurcht (fear flowing from the flesh), or does he mean 
Glaubensfurcht (fear flowing from faith)? The very terms used, when 
considered carefully according to their connotations, shed valuable light 
upon the issue. 

It requires, of course, no further proof to demonstrate the fact that 
the concept to fear (fuerchten) has the twofold meaning: 1) to be appre- 
hensive or afraid of and 2) to regard with awe or reverence, or to 
venerate (Standard Dictionary). These two significations are peculiar 
to the concept of fear in all languages because the emotions thus desig- 
nated are found in the hearts of men throughout the world. Fear is 
either of a servile nature, and then it denotes properly to be afraid of; 
or it is of a filial nature, and then it denotes reverence, awe, respect for 
authority, veneration, and the like, so that, for example, the expression 
the fear of God, in its proper Christian sense, means due reverence for 
His constituted authority and will. In his still very useful Handkonkor- 
danz, G. Buechner aptly defines servile fear as “apprehension in view of 
punishment.” According to this definition a person’s fear is servile if he 
does or omits an act because of God’s threatened wrath and punishment. 
Servile fear is therefore fright, or terror, arising from the consideration 
of the threats of the Law. It is found especially in the heart of natural 
man, in particular, when he is troubled by an awakened conscience that 
charges him with transgressing God’s Law. In Scripture, God makes 
use of fear in this sense, for pedagogical purposes, threatening and 
warning also His children inasmuch as they still are flesh and therefore 
rebellious. To the Old Adam of His followers He, for example, addresses 
the words of the Law: “I, the Lord, thy God, am a jealous God, visiting 
the iniquity of the fathers upon the children unto the third and fourth 
generation of them that hate Me,” Ex. 20:5. In his explanation of these 
words Luther rightly says: “Therefore we should fear His wrath and 
not act contrary to them” (the commandments). (Cf. also Deut. 27:7; 
Gal.3:10.) When God thus inculcates fear, or apprehension, upon His 
children, He does so as their omnipotent, sovereign Judge, whose vin- 
dictive justice is urged upon them, inasmuch as their corrupt nature, too, 
is carnally secure, stubborn, and disobedient. By thus instilling the fear 
of punishment in the Old Adam, the divine Law serves as a curb, check- 
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ing the gross outbursts of sin, which the flesh, because of its habitual 
perverseness and depravity, constantly desires. That also Christians, in- 
asmuch as they still are flesh, need such fear-compelling admonitions, 
warnings, and threats of the Law, Scripture teaches us in many clear 
and emphatic passages, Rom.7:14-25; 1 Cor. 10:21, 22; etc. 

Nevertheless, such fear of wrath and punishment, though necessary 
for the flesh, produces only “works of the Law” and not “fruits of the 
Spirit,” that is to say, not good works done in true faith and love, with 
proper joy and willingness, and according to God’s holy Law, Ps.1:1ff£.; 
119:1ff.; 110:3; Rom.7:25b; etc. (Cf. Formula of Concord, VI:4,5.) 
But it is just the “fruits of the Spirit” which God demands of His chil- 
dren, and therefore it cannot be servile fear which He requires of His 
children, whom He addresses in the Decalog (cf. “I am the Lord, thy 
God”), but filial fear, that is to say, loving, joyous, willing reverence and 
respect for His authority and will. Works done in servile fear are not 
good works at all; however, in His Law God asks of His children truly 
good works, that is, works done in such holy fear as is joined with, and 
is the fruit of, love and trust. Hence, when Luther writes: “We should 
fear, love, and trust in God above all things,” and again: “We should 
fear and love God that,” etc., he can only mean filial fear, as our Lu- 
theran teachers have invariably taught. 

Filial fear, as we have just said, is the fruit of Christian love, which 
again is the fruit of saving faith, Rom. 8:15; 10:4; Gal. 4:3-7, etc., which 
is wrought by the Holy Ghost through the Gospel, Rom.1:16; 8:9-17. 
It is found therefore only in those who are truly converted and who as 
regenerate children of God serve Him in sincere faith and love. Rom. 
8:15: “Ye have not received the spirit of bondage again to fear”; (servile 
fear). 2Tim.1:7: “God hath not given us the spirit of fear but of power 
and of love and of a sound mind.” The Apology recognizes this fact 
when it writes: “Thus filial fear can be clearly defined as such anxiety 
as has been connected with faith, i.e., where faith consoles and sustains 
the anxious heart. It is servile fear when faith does not sustain the 
anxious heart [fear without faith, where there is nothing but wrath 
and doubt].” (Cf. Triglot, p.261.) The Apology at this place does not 
attempt a complete description and discussion of filial and servile fear, 
with all that Scripture teaches with regard to this matter. All that it 
is interested in here is to show the blessed power and meaning of faith, 
concerning which it has spoken in the preceding context. “This faith 
cheers, sustains, and quickens the contrite.” “This faith justifies before 
God.” “This faith made the contrition of David and Peter avail.” “This 
faith works love.” “This faith works also filial fear” because it “con- 
soles and sustains the anxious heart,” so that there is no longer any 
servile fear, which is “fear without faith,” yes, “nothing but wrath and 
doubt.” When the Apology says that filial fear is such anxiety as has 
been connected with faith, it, of course, uses the term anxiety in an 
improper sense; for where faith “consoles and sustains the anxious 
heart,” there, properly speaking, is no longer any anxiety but only joy 
and happiness, Rom. 8:31-39. From the wording of the statement it 
must not be argued that also filial fear is anxiety (pavor, Fuerchten 








Miscellanea 937 


und Entsetzen), just as is servile fear. (We say this here because that 
very argument has been used.) But the Apology uses a modus loquendi 
which lends emphasis to the matter, just as if some one would say: 
“A cured toothache is such a pain as is connected with full relief.” 
That is, it is no pain at all. Certainly, if servile fear is “nothing but 
wrath and doubt,” then filial fear, according to our Confession, is the 
very opposite of that, namely, “nothing but love and certainty.” Thus 
this famous passage in the Apology must be interpreted. 

To such filial fear, or childlike reverence, of God, which practically 
manifests itself as a sacred desire to do what is pleasing, and to avoid 
what is displeasing, to God, Holy Scripture exhorts us again and again. 
In the Hebrew and Greek originals various synonyms (e. g., ANT, dopos 
fod) are used to describe this fear. But though these terms differ 
etymologically, the usus loquendi is always the same. Luther very 
fittingly defines the filial fear of God as follows: “To fear God is nothing 
else than to serve God with the heart inwardly and with the conduct 
outwardly; it consists in this, that we hold Him in honor, revere Him, 
and do or omit nothing but what we know pleases Him.” (Cf. Meusel, 
Kirchl. Handl., sub “Furcht Gottes”; Erl. Ausg., 34, 174.) According to 
Scripture filial fear leads to the fleeing of sin, Gen.39:9; 2Cor.7:1; 
Eph. 5:21, and is the beginning of all true, spiritual wisdom, Ps. 111:10; 
Eccl. 12:13. It has the promise of salvation, Ps.85:9: “His salvation is 
nigh unto them that fear Him”; of God’s love, Ps.147:11: “The Lord 
taketh pleasure in them that fear Him”; of His pity, Ps.103:13: “The 
Lord pitieth them that fear Him”; and of His gracious protection, 
Ps. 33:18: “The eye of the Lord is upon them that fear Him.” Such 
consoling promises, which all ultimately have in view the sootaeria, or 
eternal salvation, certainly are not meant for those who merely are 
afraid of God, or have servile fear, that is, who fear because of God’s 
punishment. No indeed; filial fear, as Luther declares time and again, 
is the fruit of love, fructus amoris, and is the gift of the Spirit of adop- 
tion, Rom. 8:15, through faith in Christ. According to Scripture the 
person who fears God also trusts in Him, so that Luther’s explanation 
“We should fear, love, and trust in God above all things” is truly Scrip- 
tural. Ps,115:11: “Ye that fear the Lord, trust in the Lord: He is their 
Help and their Shield.” How could those who have slavish fear trust 
in the Lord when in their hearts there is nothing but wrath and doubt? 

Filial fear therefore is incompatible with the fear of men, Matt. 
10:28; for God’s children, who in true fear and love of God and trust 
in Him serve and honor Him certainly obey Him rather than men, 
Acts 5:29, while those who fear men rather than God have no filial, 
or true, fear of God at all. Where there is true filial fear of God, 
there is freedom from the servile fear of the flesh, the horror Dei, 
as Luther calls it, which is incited in man by the threats of the Law 
and the accusations of the aroused conscience. 1 John 4:18: “There is no 
fear in love [no slavish fear]; but perfect love casteth out [servile] 
fear, because fear hath torment. He that feareth [slavishly] is not made 
perfect in love.” Blessed indeed is the person in whose heart the Holy 
Spirit through the means of grace has engendered true filial fear with 
love and trust in God, Heb. 2:15. He certainly works out his salvation 
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with fear and trembling, Phil. 2:12; that is, he seeks after salvation in 
true faith and with earnest desire; but his “fear and trembling” is 
nothing else than “reverence and godly fear.” Heb.12:28: “Let us have 
grace whereby we may serve God acceptably with reverence and godly 
fear.” His fear is the fruit of forgiveness; Ps.130:4: “There is forgive- 
ness with Thee that Thou mayest be feared.” It is marked by willing 
obedience to God’s will, Ps. 119:63: “Of all them that fear Thee and of 
them that keep Thy precepts”; by true praise of God, Ps. 135:20: “Ye that 
fear the Lord, bless the Lord”; by avoiding sin, Prov.3:7: “Fear the 
Lord and depart from evil’; by walking in uprightness, Prov. 14:2: “He 
that walketh in his uprightness feareth the Lord”; in short, by a truly 
Christian life. 

Servile fear, on the other hand, or the dreadful apprehension in view 
of God’s wrath and punishment, flows from the “spirit of bondage,” 
Rom. 8:15; 2 Tim.1:7; Heb. 2:15, and is, in its culmination, most terrible, 
Deut. 28:65-67. This kind of fear even the devils have, Jas. 2:19, and 
they are most miserable because of it, Matt.8:29, so that it is joined 
with the greatest hatred of God, Rom.8:6,7; 7:11. Hence Luther’s 
dictum “Horror Dei est seminarium odii” is genuinely Scriptural. Truly, 
it is not such miserable fear that is demanded in the divine Law, which 
to Christian believers is a “fixed rule according to which they are to 
regulate and direct their whole life” (tertius usus legis; Formula of 
Concord, VI:1). If the Law threatens such fear to the rebellious Old 
Adam, it is only for the reason that this “intractable, refractory ass” 
(Formula of Concord, VI:24; Triglot, 969) cannot be coerced by any- 
thing else than by the severest threats of punishment. 

Buechner, then, is right, when he defines the concept sich vor Gott 
fuerchten (Gottesfurcht), in the sense of Scripture and Luther’s Cat- 
chism, as “eine kindliche Scheu haben und ihn mit Ehrerbietung in 
wahrer Busse, Glauben und Gehorsam als den allerguetigsten Vater ver- 
ehren.” (“To fear God means to possess a childlike respect for God and 
to venerate Him with reverence in true repentance, faith, and obedience 
as the most gracious Father.”) 

With respect to the proof-texts quoted in our Synodical Catechism, 
we readily agree that more fitting ones might be offered to bring out 
more clearly the idea of filial fear, which is always joined with love 
and faith. The array of passages given above will make the choice very 
simple and easy. 

A few corollaries may help to illustrate what has been said above 
and impress the Scriptural truths regarding filial fear of God more 
lastingly upon the mind. 

1. To our stubborn, rebellious Old Adam the Law says: “Fear God, 
or He will punish you.” To our humbled, but believing heart the 
Gospel says: “Fear not, for Christ has redeemed you.” 


2. We are afraid of God inasmuch as we are “Old Adamites.” We 
are not afraid of God inasmuch as we are His children in Christ Jesus. 


3. Just as the Law and the Gospel are more than contradictory 
(plus quam contradictoria; Luther), so also the Scriptural “Fear!” and 
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“Fear not!” are contradictory, and each must be understood in its 
peculiar sphere. The Law cries: “Fear, O sinners!” The Gospel cries: 
“Fear not, O ye redeemed!” 

4. We must not say that the threatening appendix of the Law is 
meant only for the ungodly who transgress God’s commandments; for 
it is meant also for believers, namely, inasmuch as they are still Old 
Adam-ridden. The Old Adam of believers is just as corrupt as the Old 
Adam of unbelievers. 

5. While the proper use of the Law by Christians is that of a rule 
and of a mirror, it is to them also a curb, namely, inasmuch as they 
still are flesh. It is as a curb that the Law addresses Christians in their 
natural corruption: “Fear His wrath.” 

6. The difficulty which faces the Christian theologian whenever he 
distinguishes between the Law and the Gospel faces him also when he 
inculcates the Ten Commandments with their demand for true, godly 
filial fear. Only that minister can teach the Ten Commandments rightly 
who can rightly distinguish between Mount Sinai and Mount Calvary. 

J. THEODORE MUELLER 
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I. Amerika 


Statement in Connection with the Revised Constitution of the New 
York State Constitutional Convention. (Issued by the Albany District 
Evangelical Lutheran Pastoral Conference, Missouri Synod.) —In con- 
nection with the proposed revision of the New York State Constitution, 
particularly at this time with regard to the amendment which would 
provide bus transportation for parochial, or religious, schools of any 
churches, we submit the following statement: 


1. Our interest is merely that of American and Lutheran citizens who 
feel constrained, also by the very history of their Church, to contend for 
the clean and clear separation of Church and State. 

The framers of the Constitution did well indéed to write into it the 
principle of separation of Church and State. It is a distinctly American 
issue, which, however, is also Scriptural. It is one of the most precious 
possessions and heritages of America, for which she may be justly 
grateful. History (present-day history in Europe not excluded) shows 
conclusively that confusion and violation of this principle has led to 
sorrow and hardship, damage and destruction. And both the Church 
and the State suffer through mingling of Church and State. 


2. We are convinced that such measures as support of parochial 
and religious schools by State or Federal funds, requesting State money 
to supply text-books, for example, or as the Constitutional Convention 
recommended, running busses to church-schools, are the beginning of 
the ultimate and complete overthrow of the principle of the separation 
of Church and State. We realize well enough that the State benefits by 
the Church’s schools and that Christian citizens supporting these schools 
carry an extra tax burden, but we contend for the clean cleavage of Church 
and State nevertheless, also in this respect, for it is the only sound course 
to follow. We, the Lutheran Church of the Missouri Synod, have several 
thousand parochial schools, but we are convinced that we should not ask 
the State to support them. 

The position of all American as well as Christian citizens, of what- 
ever church-body, should be clear and decisive. Parochial, or religious, 
schools are private schools and should ask nothing of public treasuries. 
It may seem insignificant to divert small sums of public money for 
denominational, or sectarian, purposes, but experience has shown that 
beginnings must be resisted. Once the principle of demanding the clear- 
cut separation of Church and State is surrendered, the complete usurpa- 
tion of public money for religious purposes will be inevitable. 

3. We submit further that so vital a matter as requesting State 
money for church-schools (running busses for them) should be clearly 
stated in the amendment on which the voters are to vote on November 8. 
The ordinary voter will hardly know, when and if he votes for Amend- 
ment 1, that he is also voting for such a controversial matter as bus 
transportation. 
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The same vagueness, or lack of definiteness, applies to the Eighth 
Amendment, which provides for social-welfare services to be’ extended 
alike to denominational as well as the public schools. The Constitution 
as revised does not clearly state what may be included in social welfare 
for parochial, or religious, schools. The State is already, and has been, 
pledged to the support of the health and physical well-being of needy 
children, whether Jewish, Protestant, or Catholic, since they are Amer- 
ican children and a vital part of the nation and public welfare. 

Why does not the revised Constitution speak definitely or set limits 
as to what is implied or meant? Does it mean, for example, maintaining 
clinics in our Lutheran, Catholic, Jewish, Episcopalian, and other schools? 
It could be argued, for instance, that a good summer vacation is essential 
to health and welfare; therefore it could be argued again that the State 
should pay the expenses of Episcopalian, Jewish, Lutheran, Catholic, etc., 
children at the respective camps during summer. 

Section 8 of Article VII, on State finances, indicates what hidden 
powers and dangers there are in this part of the revised Constitution. 
It reads: “Subject to the limitations on indebtedness end taxation, noth- 
ing in this Constitution contained shall prevent the Legislature from 
providing . . . for health and welfare services for all children, either 
directly or through subdivisions of the State, including school districts.” 
We are informed that this sweeping provision is open to such wide 
interpretation that legal authorities have advised it will enable the 
Legislature to provide funds for building and equipping all kinds of 
private and religious schools, paying salaries, and provide for various 
services which the churches or schools may consider necessary, under the 
guise or claim of “welfare services” or “educational purposes.” If the 
Constitution does not permit such interpretation, why not say it? Why 
not say what we mean? 

It is easily foreseen how far-reaching such a broad, vague, and 
indefinite section in the Constitution may be. And if it is argued that 
bus transportation is also a matter of health and welfare, then, of course, 
there will be no end to the limits of the demands made on the State. 
The State favors religion as a whole without discrimination, as for ex- 
ample, through tax exemption. It is already pledged to support the 
health and welfare of all needy children who apply. Let well enough 
alone. 

What straddling of the issue of Church and State separation leads to 
is apparent from the grant of seventeen (17) acres of land to Christian 
Brothers’ Academy (Roman Catholic), and the grant of St. Margaret’s 
Hospital (Episcopalian), both on New Scotland Avenue, in Albany, N.Y. 
It leads to discrimination. For, by the same token, Jews, Methodists, 
Presbyterians, Congregationalists, Adventists, Lutherans, Mennonites, 
Russellites, Mormons, Quakers, Shakers, etc.,— and who will name them 
all? —could ask for land, property, payment of salaries, etc. Further- 
more, if Church and State are not kept separate and the churches ask for 
and accept support from the State, then the church-bodies must not be 
surprised if the State interferes or has something to say. What happened 
in Germany and Spain, for example, and elsewhere can happen here. 
Finally, it is a historical fact that both Church and State fared best where 
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they were kept separate. Here in America, for instance, the Roman 
Catholic Church, the Lutheran, Episcopalian, Presbyterian, Methodist, 
and other churches, developed to a greater extent than in any similar part 
of the world in a similar period of time. Let the churches beware of the 
danger they invite and the deadening formality that comes through 
State-subsidized or -regimented religion. If we do not watch the begin- 
nings, we do not know what the end will be. It may lead to blood 
and tears. 

If we need public health clinics, let the children of all schools be 
brought to them and thus be serviced. But for this we do not need 
a revision in the Constitution, that is, a revision with inherent unlimited 
or undefined power. Tue AxBaNy District EVANGELICAL LUTHERAN 

PasToRAL CONFERENCE, Missourr Synop 

Signed by its members: Otto C. Busse, Karl Schleede, Herman M. 
Mohr, Lloyd A. Hasselbach, Harold Johnson, Louis J. Roehm, Ernest L. 
Witte, Theodor A.Schulze, Elmer F. Giese, G. Albert Schulze, Paul G. 
Prokopy, Martin Duchow, James F.Taylor. Released at Albany, N.Y,, 
October 10, 1938. Endorsed October 11, 1938, by the Evangelical Lutheran 
Pastoral Conference of the Atlantic District, Missouri Synod, assembled 
in conference at Brooklyn, N. Y., October 10-12, 1938. 

Church Statistics. — The religious papers draw attention to the com- 
pilations of Dr. H. C. Weber published in the Christian Herald with 
respect to the strength of our various religious denominations and their 
increase or decrease in membership during the last year. One of our 
exchanges summarizes the chief facts thus: “There are 42 Protestant 
bodies having a membership of over 50,000. These reported a total net 
gain of 356,005 during the past year and a present membership of 
35,879,311. The Roman Catholic Church gained 491,549 and now has 
21,322,688. If only members over thirteen years of age are counted, the 
Protestant bodies gained a few more, 386,210, while the Roman Catholic 
gain is turned into a loss of 464,742. These last figures must be con- 
sidered as containing a considerable element of conjecture. If they mean 
anything, — and Dr. Weber is a very careful man, who, though he cannot 
do the impossible, can come as near the facts as any one,— they mean 
that the Roman Church lost nearly half a million among its adults but 
came out with a favorable total by adding nearly a million children to 
its rolls. Protestant churches, on the other hand, have gained consider- 
ably more than a third of a million adults but have actually fewer chil- 
dren on the church books by 30,000 than a year ago.” A. 

Convention of the U.L.C.A.—In its convention at Baltimore, Md., 
October 5—12, nearly 550 delegates of the U.L.C.A. gathered. The 
election of officers resulted in the reelection of the president, secretary, 
and treasurer, Drs. Knubel, Greever, and Miller, respectively. A good 
deal of attention was given to the matter of intersynodical relations and 
the Declaration of the commission negotiating with other synods on the 
Word of God and the Scriptures. The News Bulletin of the National 
Lutheran Council says: “Though there was evident an almost unanimous 
agreement on the part of the assembled delegates that Lutherans of 
America are one in faith and that they ought to march shoulder to 
shoulder in the cause of Christ, rather vigorous expression was given 





_ wa ct aha fee lUe hl UelCUOU CU 


Theological Observer — Rirdlid-Zeitgefdhidtlides 943 


to the point that the initiative in future intersynodical negotiations 
ought to come from the other branches of Lutheranism. Voice was 
given to the prevailing attitude that the United Lutheran Church has 
been constantly disappointed in its overtures to other bodies. Spokes- 
men declared that they would like above all else to proceed together 
in active fellowship and cooperation with all Lutherans, but that, unless 
their advances received friendly encouragement, the Church would not 
be deterred in its determination to march forward alone.” 

At the meeting it was reported that the universal appeal conducted 
by the Board of American Missions in celebration of the twentieth an- 
niversary of the Church had netted more than $410,000. It was pre- 
dicted that this sum “will increase to more than one million dollars by 
the time of the 1940” convention. The Board of Foreign Missions could 
report that in the past decade it had been able to wipe out a deficit of 
nearly half a million dollars. 

Concerning the new pension plan the News Bulletin reports: “The 
present plan of the Church provides that all ministers share alike in re- 
ceiving benefits. The new plan proposes that pastors and congregations 
each contribute to the fund five per cent. of the pastor’s salary. The 
retirement age would be fixed at sixty-five years; but retirement at that 
age would be voluntary. For totally or partially disabled, pensions would 
be provided and also pensions for widows and orphaned minors. The 
plan will go into effect when five hundred of the 3,500 congregations of 
the United Lutheran Church’ have accepted its provisions. The con- 
vention, however, voted to refer that plan back to a special committee 
with instructions to restudy it and present a plan whereby equal pen- 
sions would be paid to all.” 

Concerning control of the seminaries it was resolved that the owner- 
ship should remain with the individual synods which own the institu- 
tions at present, but that a commission of theological education should 
be appointed controlling the curricula, standards of scholarship, and 
kindred affairs.— The proposed budget of two million dollars was ac- 
cepted. In the last two years the income was $3,161,628 and the expenses 
$3,025,658. The next convention is to be held in Omaha, Nebr. 

Missourians will assure the U. L.C. A. that their unwillingness to 
establish fellowship with this body is not due to an extreme fondness of 
isolation but to the earnest desire to prove loyal to the Word of their 
heavenly Master. A. 

Bible Presbyterian Church. — Followers of the late Dr. Machen, who 
withdrew from the Presbyterian Church a few years ago, have apparently 
settled their dispute with Church and State authorities over nomenclature 
by formally organizing as the “Bible Presbyterian Church.” 

Lutheran Companion 

Progress of the Minor Sects. — Nobody can look about him in the 
cities and villages of our country without observing that denominations 
which are often referred to as “little sects,” like the Nazarenes and other 
Pentecostal bodies, are spreading at a very rapid rate. In the Christian 
Century of August 24 a member of the Board of Home Missions of the 
Congregatinal and Christian Churches, Mr.Thomas Alfred Tripp, dis- . 
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cusses this point under the heading “Shall the Holy Rollers Win the 
Farmers?” He says: “In broad outline, the more mature Protestant 
churches are not proving very effective in holding poor farmers, low- 
income renters, share-croppers, rural-relief clients, and village ‘slum’ 
dwellers. Meanwhile the newer Holy Roller sects are springing up and 
growing rapidly among these disadvantaged folk everywhere. There are 
of course notable exceptions to this general picture, but in the main it 
is a correct one.” The author holds that the more well-to-do and the 
less privileged groups do not mix, as a rule. One of the evils affecting 
the farmers, according to Mr. Tripp, is what is called tenancy, or the 
short period which a renter stays in a certain community. “Tenancy 
often, if not usually, involves poverty, and because they have not clothes 
that are good enough, many of these people refuse to enter the churches 
owned and operated by the well-to-do.” Others, according to Mr. Tripp, 
simply declare that they do not find a message for themselves in the old 
churches. 

Mr. Tripp continues: “Can mature Protestantism meet this dilemma? 
Some radicals say, ‘No. We must start class churches for the disadvan- 
taged.’ A few conservatives, on the other hand, while expressing the 
opinion that it is an impossible task, suggest that the mature Protestant 
churches should seek to win the higher cultured groups and let the 
Holy Rollers cultivate the masses. ‘We cannot get the two classes to- 
gether in our lodges and bridge clubs,’ they argue. ‘Why try to do so 
in the church?’” He very correctly observes: “If our churches are 
determined to limit themselves to the ‘best people,’ — usually those with 
money, bourgeois culture, and family tree,— they are signing their own 
death-warrant, because the ‘best people,’ under this definition, constitute 
a class that is becoming smaller with the years. Besides, we cannot 
but feel that if our Protestantism were endued with essential Chris- 
tianity, it would give a sensitivity to the needs of the disadvantaged 
and the drawing power which could reach across cultural lines with 
more effectiveness than a card club.” He concludes: “If we are unwilling 
or unable to perform our duty toward the unfortunate rural peoples, 
we can only be deeply thankful that the little sects stand, even if in- 
adequately, between us and a completely secularized countryside.” 

Our comment is that the situation plainly indicates the social gospel 
is not the power of God unto salvation. If we are not blind and can 
still read the handwriting on the wall, we shall earnestly pray God to 
keep us in the footsteps of St.Paul, preaching Jesus Christ, and Him 
crucified. A. 

Fundamentalism on the March.— Under this heading Rev. Dr. Paul 
W. Rood, president of the World’s Christian Fundamentals Association, 
reports in the Sunday-school Times (Sept. 25, 1938) an increasing interest 
in Christian confessionalism among American church-members. The 
meeting of the association was held in Waterloo, Iowa, last May, and 
among the speakers were Dr. W.B. Riley, militant and able Fundamen- 
talist leader, Dr. W. L. Wilson, Dr. Robert G. Lee of Memphis, Tenn., and 
Dr. Dan Gilbert, author of Crucifying Christ in Our Colleges and other 
anti-Modernism books. 
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Of his long report we quote the following statements: “The presence 
of many young preachers who are determined to be faithful to the Lord 
brought joy to our hearts.”— “Another reason for the extraordinary 
Waterloo Convention was the deep spiritual hunger manifested by so 
many convention visitors. One minister told an audience of eighteen 
hundred people that his church was going to have a new minister as 
a result of this convention. It was a time of spiritual renewal and re- 
freshing.” — “Evangelism was a predominant note. Tract distribution, 
personal and public evangelism, were constantly emphasized. We were 
not only contending for the faith, but also propagating it.” — “The theme 
of the convention, Fundamentalism on the March! was not only on every 
speaker’s lips but in every speaker’s heart, and the whole convention 
was moved and swayed by the theme. In no other convention have we 
seen such enthusiasm, love, loyalty, unity, aggressiveness, and deter- 
mination. We went forth from Waterloo determined to organize the 
twenty million Fundamentalists of America into city, county, and State 
associations, to provide a fellowship for all evangelical believers and an 
opportunity to express themselves unitedly in an effort to evangelize 
the nation and the world during the next decade. We serve notice on 
Communists, Modernists, evolutionists, and compromisers that Funda- 
mentalism is on the march. We urge the twenty million Funda- 
mentalists of the nation to stand together and march together and work 
together and pray together for a nation-wide revival that will save our 
nation from debacle and bring multitudes to the Christ of Calvary and 
the empty tomb. Satan has instigated a great forward movement to 
capture the world by evolution in the realm of philosophy, by Com- 
munism in the realm of political economy, and Modernism in the realm 
of religion. Christ is calling His followers to rally to the banner of the 
cross and aggressively, sacrificially, and speedily to give every man, 
woman, and child in the world at least one opportunity to accept Christ 
as Savior and Lord. Christ is on a march around the world and is 
looking for followers who will catch His vision, exemplify His spirit. 
and follow His example. Many have received a vision of Christ and 
heard His call, and consequently — Fundamentalism is on the March!” 

The Fundamentalist groups in our country are greatly controlled by 
religious enthusiasm. But if in spite of this and other faults they show 
so much boldness in witnessing against the plague of Modernism, should 
not we Lutherans excel the more in clearly and courageously confessing 
the vital truths of salvation which the divinely inspired Bible sets forth 
for the salvation of sinners redeemed. by Christ’s blood? J.T. M. 

The Protestant Episcopal Church and the Reformed Episcopal 
Church Conferring on Union.— According to an article by Bishop 
Wilson in the Living Church the two bodies mentioned, represented by 
commissions, held a conference with a view to healing the breach which 
has kept them apart. Bishop Wilson is a member of the Protestant 
Episcopal commission on Approaches to Unity. On the origin and present 
status of the Reformed Episcopal Church, Bishop Wilson says: “It will 
be remembered that the Reformed Episcopal Church broke away from 
our own Church in 1873 at the time when the ‘ritualistic controversy’ 
was disfiguring the ecclesiastical landscape. The only serious doctrinal 
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issue was the use of the term ‘regeneration’ in the office for Holy 
Baptism. The Rt. Rev. Dr. George D. Cummins, Assistant Bishop of Ken- 
tucky, led the secession and resigned from the House of Bishops. The 
break has persisted down to the present day. The Reformed Episcopal 
Church is small in numbers, totaling about 8,000 communicants, with ap- 
proximately 65 clergy. Their work is all east of the Mississippi River, 
with headquarters in Philadelphia. They have some work among the 
Negroes in South Carolina and a small foreign field in India. They 
operate a theological school in Philadelphia.” Concerning the point on 
which Episcopalians are most sensitive, the bishop writes: “There appears 
to be little reason for questioning their orders. Bishop Cummins was one 
of our own bishops, and he consecrated two new bishops for the 
Reformed movement before he was deposed from our ministry. They 
have been very careful to observe their episcopal orders. On one oc- 
casion, when they were reduced to two bishops, they invited in a 
Moravian bishop to make up the third in conferring orders on newly 
elected bishops. At times in the past they have received ministers 
from non-Episcopal churches into their own ministry with no ad- 
ditional ordination, and there is a provision for such reception in 
their prayer-book. But they assured us that there were no such in- 
stances in their ministry at the present time. At the close of the con- 
ference it would have been hard to find reasons which would justify 
the continuance of our present division.” The action which Bishop 
Wilson advocates is indicated in these words: “Recognizing certain points 
of non-agreement, could we not erect a formal concordat by which we 
would (following the example of our Methodist brethren) come together 
under the generous title of ‘the Episcopal Church,’ of which the Reformed 
Episcopal would be one part and the Protestant Episcopal another part? 
We would each retain our corporate titles for legal purposes and would 
each conduct our own internal affairs just as we do now. But there 
would be full intercommunion. Our bishops would share in the con- 
secration of their bishops and theirs in ours. Their bishops would be 
invited to sit in our House of Bishops and ours in theirs. Clergy could 
move freely back and forth, accepting the calls to parishes in either 
direction, and communicants would be received without discrimination. 
Their candidates for holy orders could attend our seminaries, and vice 
versa. We would each carry on our work in our own way and let the 
intermingling solve its own problems over a period of years.” The 
article announces that another meeting will be held. A. 

Brief Items. — Writing in the Presbyterian, Dr. Charles A. Anderson, 
president of Tusculum College, Tenn., says: “We must not overlook the 
fact that the Presbyterian Church as well as many other denominations 
is facing a threatened oversupply of ministers. It has been reported in 
a New York paper that ‘a canvass of the 289 presbyteries in the General 
Assembly showed there were 376 unemployed clergymen.’ ” 

St. Paul’s Chapel is the oldest church-building now standing in New 
York City. It was the second chapel to be erected by the mother church 
of Trinity when the growth of the parish necessitated still another edifice. 
The first chapel was St. George’s, built on Beekman Street near Trinity 
Church in 1748, no longer standing. The present St.George’s Church, 
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in Stuyvesant Square, grew out of that early chapel of Trinity. The 
original building of Trinity Church itself was erected in 1696. This 
was destroyed by fire in 1776 and rebuilt in 1788-1790 and again in 
1839-1846. ... St.Paul’s Chapel was built in 1764-1766. In addition the 
Living Church, from which the above is taken, remarks that two pews 
are of special interest, that occupied by George Washington and another 
one occupied by Governor Clinton. 


From Bridgeport, Conn., comes the interesting news that the Epis- 
copal church of that place will open a parochial school called St. John’s 
Day-school. The rector says: “Conditions now prevalent reveal the 
necessity of religious-training education for children in addition to 
public-school education. St. John’s will attempt to supply that need.” 
This is said to be the first Episcopal parochial school in Connecticut. 


The government authorities in Greece forbid non-Orthodox mission- 
aries to enter that country. The intention is not to bar visiting clergymen 
of other denominations but to prevent proselytizing. The action is said 
to be aimed especially at the propaganda of the Russellites. 

Hyde Park Baptist Church, Chicago, has two pastors, one a Baptist, 
who devotes himself chiefly to the administrative and educational aspects 
of the work, the other, an Evangelical minister, holding in that denomina- 
tion the status of a local elder, who looks chiefly after the preaching. 
Strange to say, it is reported that the church has prospered under this 
dual leadership. It practises what is called “open membership.” Evidently 
the tests that have to be met to become a member are not too exacting. 

In Moscow the last Protestant church has now been closed. Its name 
was Church of Peter and Paul, and it was used by a German congrega- 
tion. Its pastor, Rev. Strick, had been removed two years ago, but the 
members assembled there every Sunday seeking edification. The last 
Polish Catholic church had been closed a few days before, and all Greek 
churches have suffered the same fate. It seems that some “orthodox” 
churches are still permitted to hold services. A. 


II. Ausland 


Sir Ambrose Fleming Argues against Evolution.—In the current 
numbers of the Sunday-school Times Sir Ambrose Fleming, M.A., D.Sc., 
F.R.S., emeritus professor of Electrical Engineering of the University 
of London, president of the Victoria Institute or Philosophical Society 
of Great Britain, and bearer of a long string of other honorary and 
honorable titles, presents a series of four most interesting and instructive 
antievolutionistic articles (“What Is the Theory of Organic Evolution?” 
“The Divine Origin of the Bible”; “The Contrasted Creeds of Scripture 
and Science”), of which the first (“Science — True and False”) appeared 
in the issue of October 30 (1938). Briefly expressed, he means to show 
in these articles why he, as a scientist and Christian, cannot accept the 
theory of evolution. Criticizing the “hypothesis of absolute uniformity,” 
which he classifies among the “unconfirmed or imperfectly ascertained 
scientific hypotheses,” he writes, among other things: “We know by 
large experience that there is an extensive uniformity in natural 
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phenomena, which means that things happen in the same way at all 
times. If it were not for this general uniformity in nature, we should 
never know what may happen, and all human and animal life on this 
earth would be impossible. But now the ‘scientific hypothesis of absolute 
continuity’ goes far beyond this truth of the general uniformity in natural 
phenomena. It asserts that there has never been any difference in degree 
or mode of happening in the events in nature in the past from that 
which we observe at present. But there are many things which show 
that this assumption of absolute continuity in nature is not true. For 
instance, a vast amount of exact scientific research has shown that we 
cannot produce any living organism, animal or plant, except from a 
previously living animal or plant. There is no possibility of spontaneous 
generation. We cannot generate from non-living matter the smallest 
particle of living matter. This is an established truth of science. But if 
this is so, then it follows that at some time in some far distant past 
there must have been a supernatural creation of living beings by a 
Creative Power.— There is also another thing that cannot be spontane- 
ously produced, and we call it energy. Heat is a form of energy. There 
are many forms in which energy makes its appearance, as, for instance, 
in the form of light or as an electric current. We find by scientific 
experiment that we can convert one form of energy into other forms, 
but we cannot in these changes alter the total amount of the energy. 
We can change it from energy of motion into heat or light or electric 
current, but we cannot increase or decrease the total amount of the 
energy in the smallest degree. It follows therefore that at some time 
in the past there must have been a first production of creation of energy 
which is not taking place now. — The same is true of material substances. 
What we call the mass, or, in common language, the weight, cannot be 
changed. We can put together various kinds of substances and by what are 
called chemical changes alter them into other substances; but the total 
weight remains the same. We cannot by any chemical actions alter the 
total mass. The inevitable conclusion from these scientific facts is that 
neither life nor energy nor matter is now being generated spontane- 
ously, and hence at some past time there must have been some acts of 
creation by which matter, energy, and life came into existence. One 
of the most illustrious of the scientific men of the last century in 
England was the late Lord Kelvin. He said on one occasion: ‘Science 
positively demands creation’; and all facts we know endorse and sup- 
port this conclusion.” 

What Sir Fleming here expounds is of course nothing new nor any- 
thing complex in apologetic science; still such testimonies by savants 
bear repetition as long as our aggressive proponents of evolution continue 
to urge their erroneous claims in the name of scientific truth. Sir 
Ambrose Fleming is a reliable authority to quote against evolution, and 
the Sunday-school Times has done well in securing his witness against 
infidelity. J.T. M. 

The London Freethinkers’ Conference. — After opposition from the 
churches, some of whose members asked Parliament to stop the con- 
ference from opening, the World Union of Freethinkers opened its con- 
gress in London. A psychologist, a biologist, an archeologist, and other 
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scientists discussed “Science and the Churches,” arguing the incom- 
patibility of Christian beliefs with the scientific outlook. 

Dr. David Forsyth, president of the British Psychological Society, 
found that “the recent phenomenal decline of the churches” was due 
partly to the new study of comparative religion and partly to the new 
science of psychoanalysis, which had explained the religious mentality 
in terms of childish tendencies. The spread of education and of a medical 
rather than a spiritual interest in humanity had also helped the decline, 
he said. 

Dr. Forsyth gave as examples the fall in church attendance and in the 
number of clergymen. The younger generation was freer now from re- 
ligious prejudice; the position of unbelievers had strengthened from 
agnosticism to a scientifically tenable atheism. 

Prof. J.B.S.Haldane argued, more technically, against recent at- 
tempts to refute materialism. He described himself as a materialist, one 
who believed that matter, or “unconscious nature,” had preceded mind, 
or spirit. Antimaterialists said that there were self-contradictions in 
materialists’ views of matter, but science accepted this charge and ad- 
mitted that it had constantly to change its outworn definitions. Were 
science complete, its professors would have nothing more to discover, 
and they would merely be teaching science as it was; the inner con- 
tradictions remained, but he believed that the way to solve them was 
the scientific way. 

Prof. Gordon Childe, the prehistoric archeologist, said that the doc- 
trine of the fall of man was incompatible with the discoveries of pre- 
history. 

A paper from the director of the Moscow Biological Museum, Mr. B. 
Zavadovsky, was read. This argued against the existence of a soul in 
man. Believers thought that the soul left the body at the instant of 
death, but experiments in Russia had shown that not only could organs 
cut away from a corpse continue to live but that the stopped heart of 
a man or animal could be revitalized. In such cases the soul must have 
been persuaded to reenter the body —an absurd notion, he said. Science 
believed that death was simply “a cessation of connection between the 
organs” owing to material conditions. 

When the congress was resumed Sunday, Dr.J.H.Bridges (United 
States) thanked their religious opponents and critics for giving it a pub- 
licity which would have been beyond their own resources, financial and 
otherwise. 

“We are particularly indebted,” he said, “to the Archbishop of West- 
minster, who, thinking we might be in some physical danger, did his best 
to avert this by trying to suppress this gathering. His own Church is 
complaining of the persecution it is suffering in various European 
countries, but this slight logical inconsistency has escaped him.” 

So reports the Manchester Guardian of September 16, 1938. It is wise 
for the ministers of Christ to acquaint themselves with the arguments of 
atheists so they may not be unprepared when a clash comes. A. 

Gin Angriff auf die Verbalinfpiration in der AE. 2K. Unter der 
iiberjdrift ,Der Angriff de Humanismus auf die riftlide Weltan- 
fhauung. Zum Kampf um das Chriftentum im anglifanifden Spradhgebiet” 
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erlaubt fich Superintendent i. R. D. Fr. Schulben-Hannover einen un- 
gerechten Ungriff auf die Verbalinfpiration, der hiergulande nicht itberjehen 
twerden follte. Gotveit der Artifel fich jachlich innerhalb feines eigenen Gez 
bietS bewegt, enthalt er viel Wahres und Lehrreiches. Wir zitieren aus 
dem Wrtifel, Raummangels wegen, nur das Motigite. Qn der Bibel, in 
den Propheten und vor allem in YEfus Chriftus, erjcheint uns nicht nur 
gottlide Qnjpiration, jondern Gotte3 GSelbjtoffenbarung in Gejchicdte und 
Gnade. Dicfe allein fann Licht geben gegeniiber den Ratjeln der Welt. 
Wie Formen der chriftlicen Religion” (gemeint find wohl: alle chriftliden 
Kirchengemeinfdaften) ,finden in ber Bibel folehe Offenbarung.” ,,Werz 
dDunfelt war fie [Die Offenbarung] zeittweilig etwas durch die Lehre von der 
Verbalin{piration, die Cinsjegung von Gottes Wort und Sehrift, die Luther 
fremd tar und mit einem gefdichtlicen Verftandnis der Schrift fich nicht 
vertragt. Das Evangelium bedarf feine3 unfehlbaren Kanon3; e3 begeugt 
und beftatigt feine Wahrheit jelbjt. Die Bibel ijt fein einheitlidjes Buch; 
auch im Neuen Teftament lagt jich eine Fortentwidlung der Gedanfen fefte 
ftellen.“ Diefe Gabe enthalten den WAngriff auf die Verbalinjpiration, der 
Hier geriigt werden foll. Der an der lutherijchen Theologie recht orientierte 
Chrift fragt jich: Snwiefern und warum verdunfelt die Lehre von der tirt- 
licen Cingebung der Schrift denn die Offenbarung Gottes? Steht e3 nicht 
fo, Dak die Lehre bon der Verbalinjpiration jie eher nur flaren fann, eben 
tweil twir hier Offenbarung in Gottes eigenen Worten haben? C8 ift dod 
eine fehr ungefunde Logif, die jo arqumentiert, tie eS hier gefchieht. Fer- 
ner, Daf die ,Cinsjebung von Gottes Wort und Schrift” Luther fremd twar, 
ijt eine gefchichtlice Untwabhrheit, die [angft guriidgetiefen worden ift (wir 
evinnern nur an D. §. Piepers ,,Chrijtliche Dogmatif’, Bd. 1). Wuch dak 
eine folche ,C€insjebung” fich nicht mit dem gefdhichtliden Verjtandnis der 
Schrift vertragt, ijt pure Fiftion, eB fei denn, dak der Schreiber mit ,,ge- 
fhichtlickem Verftandni3” eine unlutherijdhe Anfchauung bemantelt. Daf 
die Verbalin{piration ein ,gefchichtlides Verftandnis der Schrift” unmiglicd 
madjen foll, ift ein gedbanfenlojes Gerede. Weiter, dah da3 Cvangelium feine 
/, Wahrheit felbft bezgeugt und beftatiqt”, ift allerdbing3 mahr; denn hier 
findet fich Da testimonium Spiritus Sancti. atte nun aber Gott felbjt 
nit fiir einen unfehlbaren Kanon gejorgt (Eph. 2,20; 1 Petr. 1, 10—12; 
Soh. 17,20 uftw.), wer bon uns blinden Menjdjen fonnte dann twiffen, was 
das Evangelium eigentlich ijt? Wer fonnte 3. B. Schiedsrichter giwifchen 
dem Chrift Luther und dem Unitarier Harnad fein in der Beantiwortung der 
erage ,Was gehirt ins Crangelium?” Cin unfehlbarer Kanon tft uns 
armen, durch die Siinde blind gemadhten, bon Natur geiftlid toten Menfdjen 
allerdingS fehr notig, und dak Gott uns einen folden in Gnaden befchert 
hat, follten wir danfbar anerfernnen und fein Wort nicht undanfbar verz 
twerfen. Schlieplich ift e3 and nicht wahr, dak ,,die Bibel fein einheitlides 
Buch ijt”, weil fich auch ,im Neuen Teftament eine Fortentiwidlung der Ge- 
danfen fejtitellen lapt”. Die theologijde Cinhetilicjfeit des Neuen Tefta- 
ments ijt eine Tatjade, die bie ganze chriftlide Kirde in ihren offentlicjen 
und pribaten Schriften je und je anerfannt hat. Der Heiland des Mate 
thauSebvangeliums ijt fein anderer alZ der der Offenbarung, und der HeilB- 
rat bet Paulus differiert nicht von dem bei Yohanne3. Cine eigentlicje 
/»wortentividlung der Gedanfen” findet fich im Neuen Teftament nidjt; die 
HeilZordnung bleibt diefelbe von Matthaus bis Yohannes. Offenbar fiihlt 





Theological Observer — Rirdlidj-Beitgefdhidtliches 951 


dex Schreiber felber, dDaf eine Cinjdhrantung notig ijt; denn gleich darauf 
lefen wir: ,Tatfadhlid ift Dod die Bibel eine organifde 
Ginheit.” Warum dann folde Polemif gegen die Verbalinjpiration? 

Karl Barth on the Oath Demanded of German Pastors.—It may 
interest our readers to read a portion of Dr. Karl Barth’s advice to the 
German Evangelical pastors on the question of the oath required of them 
by the National Socialist State. The oath is identical in wording with 
that required of all German state officials: “I swear I will be loyal and 
obedient to the leader of the German Reich, Adolf Hitler, obey the laws 
and fulfil the duties of the office I hold, God being my Helper.” He 
writes: 

“My opinion and my counsel amount to this, that the oath should 
not be taken either with or without reservations. It should not be 
taken before either a legitimate or an illegitimate ecclesiastical authority 
nor yet before a state authority. It should not be taken with or without 
the German Christians. 

“The responsibility for arriving at a right judgment concerning the 
meaning of every oath required of us rests with the authority which 
demands such an oath. In this case the authority is that of the illegiti- 
mate ecclesiastical government, i. e., of the National Socialist State, which 
empowers it. The question before ministers today cannot be how they 
would or could interpret the oath, but how National Socialism requires 
it to be interpreted. Every other way of explaining the question would 
mean an evasion of the decision required and ultimately an evasion of 
the Christian witness which God demands. Every oath accepted on the 
individual’s interpretation (by means of mental reservations) must em- 
barrass the conscience of the one who takes it, placing him both in- 
wardly and outwardly in a false position towards the one who requires 
it of him and concealing instead of proclaiming the message which the 
Church has to declare before all people. 

“National Socialism has clearly expressed in what sense it under- 
stands the oath and in what sense it requires it to be taken. The oath 
required of the ministers is essentially the same as that which National 
Socialism demands of its civil servants, of its army officers, of the leaders 
and members of the S. A., the S.S., the Hitler Youth, and of the members 
of the labor camps, ete. Thus it requires the inclusion of the ministry 
of the Church in the ranks of the totalitarian state forces, and it re- 
quires it as an unconditional inclusion. It requires the unconditional 
and complete acknowledgment of the present system of government, in- 
cluding its underlying philosophy and the ethics necessary for its main- 
tenance and development as well as the practical outcome of National 
Socialism in the past and in every possible situation in the future. It 
demands that Adolf Hitler should become the law, conscience, and 
standard of the one who subscribes to the oath in every relationship. 
It forbids even the most secret doubt concerning the authority which is 
embodied in Adolf Hitler. He who does not understand the oath thus 
understands it differently from National Socialism and its only appointed 
interpreter. 
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“He who takes the oath in this, the only possible, way has at the 
same time under solemn invocation of God expressly contradicted the 
First Commandment, has expressly denied not only his baptismal and 
ordination vows but in addition all that underlies these things as wit- 
nessed to in the Old and New Testaments. The fact that the oath or 
one identical with it has been taken by innumerable Christians in all 
professions since 1934 cannot be of any consequence for the decision re- 
quired of the ministers, because it is clear that these Christians either 
mistook the essence of the totalitarian state’s claim or they accepted the 
oath under mental reservation. Both positions are seen to be unsound, 
and it is time that the Church should see this. ... The ministers in 
question have the opportunity of fulfilling a great task, carrying with 
it a promise from God. The task is to call to repentance the multitude 
of Christians who have taken the oath and to bring them to reconsider 
their decision and to change their mind through the example contained 
in the long-looked-for witness of the Church. 

“In 1935 the National Socialist State punished me with dismissal 
because I intended to make additions, such as those which today stand 
in questicn, to the oath required of me as a state official. It has also 
in advance expressedly forbidden ‘declarations, questions, or addresses,’ 
and it (i.e., the Chief Evangelical State Church Council in its address) 
has in advance and clearly explained the subordination of the ‘entire 
charge accepted by ordination’ under the ‘obligation towards Leader, 
people, and Reich’ as the meaning of the oath today required of min- 
isters. It has already said therefore quite clearly that it is not prepared 
to accept an addition to the oath which denies just this subordination. 
This being so, and—may it not be added? —with Martin Niemoeller 
still in a concentration camp, should one not recall Matt.7:6 (‘Give not 
that which is holy unto the dogs, neither cast ye your pearls before 
swine, lest they trample them under their feet und turn again and rend 
you’), if the ministers of the Word of God seek for some other inter- 
pretation of the oath instead of refusing the oath categorically? This 
form of witness is today demanded of us.” 

“This counsel,” concludes Dr. Barth, “is written in the full and de- 
pressing consciousness that I live on the other side of the German fron- 
tier, and thus I am personally unable to share in the danger and the 
promise of the way indicated. I realize the responsibility regarding the 
consequences of such advice. No one who reads this and yet acts other- 
wise need feel condemned by me. The temptation to act otherwise and 
then to seek to justify oneself theologically would be a great tempta- 
tion to me also if I were exposed to it. It may well be that many will 
fall; yet no one will have the right to cast stones at them. Yet I could 
not do less than say to all those who seek my advice that I can see 
nothing but a temptation in taking the oath in any form whatsoever. 
In a spirit of true friendship therefore I desire to warn every one 
against this temptation and pray God that many may have strength to 
resist it.” W. G. Potack 
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The Cross from Coast to Coast. By Dr. Walter A. Maier. Concordia Pub- 
lishing House, St. Louis, Mo. 403 pages, 542x734. Price, $1.50. 

This volume contains the twenty-eight radio sermons delivered by 
Dr. Walter A. Maier of our Concordia Seminary Faculty in the Fifth Lu- 
theran Hour. A few of the topics treated are herewith given: The Value 
of Your Soul, The Promise of Salvation, Completeness in Christ, Rebirth 
in Christ, Eternal Destiny in the Christ-child, The Church in Your Home, 
The Divine Solution to the Mystery of Sorrow, Jesus Only, Plenteous 
Grace, Back to the Unbroken Promises of the Bible, Truth for a Truth- 
hungry World, The Ever-living Christ. 

Dr. Maier does not mince words in depicting the evils of our day, nor 
does he fail to direct the terrified sinner to Jesus, the only Savior. 
His presentation is clear; his style is fascinating. A sample is herewith 
given: “Now Luther knew the meaning of grace, the undeserved mercy 
of God in Christ; now, as he beheld the cross, he realized that sins 
which he could never remove had been washed away by the blood of 
his dying Savior and that this full and final cleansing, the free gift of 
divine mercy, was his ‘through faith’ under that all-inclusive promise: 
‘Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ, and thou shalt be saved.’ 

“This blessing of free grace through the compassion of a merciful 
Savior, together with the restoration of the other priceless gifts of New 
Testament Christianity: the open Bible with its infallible direction, the 
Sacraments restored according to the original institution of Christ Him- 
self, the priesthood of all believers, these and other eternal truths, which 
for many had been denied or corrupted, were now revived by God 
through the Reformation. 

“What life-and-death lessons we must find for ourselves in that dis- 
covery, even though some have been asking themselves, ‘Why do we need 
to be saved? From what must we be delivered?’ If this age has so far 
lost its sense of right and wrong that it can gloss over screaming wicked- 
ness, make the envoys of Satan appear as angels of light, smile at adultery 
and regard impurity not only as the sowing of wild oats but, as some 
say, the desirable expression of inborn passions; if too frequently the 
attitudes of current books and magazines, motion-pictures and enter- 
tainments, can varnish the sordid sins of popular sinners of our day until 
they gleam; if the enforcement of law in some places has broken down 
so completely that, according to the mayor of one of the nation’s largest 
cities, of 14,000 arrests on charges of vice and other crimes only forty- 
seven were brought before court and punished, we must expect that 
the individual’s sense of his own sin has often been drugged into secure 
slumber. As the sense of sin decreases, that gray-with-age pagan self- 
righteousness increases. How many times have I heard it in the beamed 
and paneled offices of self-satisfied executives or from the lips of those 
who shiver in winding bread-lines before municipal lodging-houses, 
among university men and women or among illiterates, — this claim: 
‘My religion is to be good and to do good.’ 
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“Be clear on this: That is not the religion of Jesus Christ. Under- 
line this warning: That creed has never brought any one into heaven. 
The faith that can save men with positive finality is the blessed truth 
which does not ignore sin, minimize it, but makes sinners contritely con- 
fess their own unworthiness, reduces them and exalts God until they 
are nothing and He is everything, the personal confession, ‘I know that 
in me (that is, in my flesh) dwelleth no good thing,’ and then the con- 
fident and complete acceptance of this promise, ‘By grace are ye saved 
through faith.’ 

“May this Reformation Day bring a reforming, renewing, revitalizing 
power into your lives as you contemplate the blessed meaning of these 
seven one-syllable words ‘By grace are ye saved through faith.’ It may 
not be given to some of you to hear another broadcast; but whether 
you stand before God within the next seven days or the next seven 
decades, in this faith you have all that you need to claim your prepared 
place. For Christ’s blessed doctrine of sure salvation contains no ‘per- 
haps’ and ‘possibly,’ no ‘maybe’ and ‘maybe not’; it is no hit-or-miss 
theory, no pious leap in the dark, no theological random shot. As the 
unchangeable truth of God His promise “Ye are saved’ will remain 
when the earth beneath us is consumed and the firmament above us 
vanishes, when mountains have cruinbled and oceans dried. 

“As I ask you to behold ‘the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ,’ the 
pardon for which He paid with His own blood, and tell you that in our 
Savior there is enough mercy for a myriad of worlds, enough pardon 
for a race a million times larger than ours, enough grace, though your 


guilt were a thousand thousand times more terrifying than it is, believe 
with your hearts that Christ on the cross, in our stead, has done all 
that you and I need for the removal of our sins and our restoration to 
God ‘by grace. . . through faith.’” 


In his foreword Dr. Maier says: 


“We cannot contemplate the astonishing growth of our radio mission, 
“Bringing Christ to the Nation, without acknowledging gratefully the 
guidance of our heavenly Father, to whose blessing every step of our 
progress must be ascribed. Four years ago, when the Lutheran Hour 
was reestablished, we had the facilities of only two stations; when last 
week our broadcast closed for the summer, its coast-to-coast chain 
embraced sixty-two stations, besides others that rebroadcast our pro- 
grams or that carried the message optionally and occasionally. From an 
insignificant broadcast the Lutheran Hour has in four years grown to 
such proportions that it has been described by the public press as the 
nation’s largest religious program, measured by the decisive criterion of 
mail response. For this as for every other blessing of our fifth season 
-we say, ‘Not unto us, O Lord, not unto us, but unto Thy name give glory!’ 

“Never before has divine benediction rested so demonstrably on our 
efforts. More than 125,000 individuals from every State in the Union, 
from every province in Canada, from Mexico, from the high seas, wrote 
to express their interest in our programs or their support of our message. 
How reassuring this response was! - Some had begun to feel that after 
several years of broadcasting the Gospel a saturation point might be 
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reached; yet we are grateful to record that this year our listening 
audience increased about 50 per cent.” 

What results are achieved by these broadcasts? Christ, our Lord and 
Savior, tells us that we should preach the Gospel in all the world to every 
creature, and He Himself has given us the promise that by this Gospel 
the Holy Spirit will convert sinners. We Christians should have enough 
faith in our Lord’s promise and in the power of the Gospel to carry 
on irrespective of results. However, the Lord also lets us see some of 
the blessings of our Gospel-preaching. Dr. Maier in his foreword also 
says: 

“Only eternity, as many have written to remind us, will reveal the 
full blessings of the broadcast Word. We can use the measurement 
only of imperfect statistics to assure ourselves that God has blessed the 
radio employed for the furtherance of His kingdom. One fourth of the 
pastors of my Church answering a questionnaire indicated that last year 
the fourth Lutheran Hour brought them 1,000 missionary prospects and 
almost two hundred converts. As we praise God for these blessings, we 
have reason to believe that these encouraging figures are by no means 
complete.” 

Also the prayers offered in connection with the broadcasts have been 
printed in this book. This volume of radio sermons has been dedicated 
to Mr. and Mrs. Louis H. Waltke, “in gratitude for their encouragement 
and generous support of our radio mission.” 

The purchaser of the book will find many excerpts in response to 
the broadcasts printed on the reverse side of the book’s jacket. 

Our Lutheran Church is happy to have the opportunity of this 
nation-wide broadcast of the Gospel. We know that it is filling a great 
need in our country at this time. The cost of the broadcast was over 
$100,000. About one half of this sum was contributed by listeners in 
the weekly mail; the other one half was paid by congregations, societies, 
and individuals of our church-body. 

The Lutheran Laymen’s League makes the necessary arrangements 
for these broadcasts, which are conducted under its auspices. Prepara- 
tions are at this writing being made for the Sixth Lutheran Hour. 

Joun H.C. Frrrz 
Der Herold Gottes. Cin Lutherwort fiir jeden Tag, 28 Seiten 5x74. Ber 
lag von Johannes Herrmann, Jwidau, Sadhfen. Preis: M.3.80. Man 
beftelle Durd) Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo. 

Der alte Sirach fdreibt von dem Gefek de HErrn, von der Bibel: ,Er ift 
nie getwefen, der e8 auSgelernet hatte, und wird nimmermehr werden, der e8 aus- 
qriinden michte. Denn fein Sinn ift reicher weder fein Meer und fein Wort 
tiefer denn fein Whgrund’, Kap. 24, 38.39. Weil ex an diefer unerfdspflicen 
Ouelle gefeffen und daraus feine WeiSheit gefchipft hat, fo fchreibt er weiter: 
oMeine Lehre leuchtet fo weit al der Lidchte Morgen und fceinet ferne. Auch 
{dhitttet meine Lehre Weisfagung aus, die ewig bleiben muh’, VB. 45.46. Diefe 
Worte famen mir in den Sinn, als ich bei Gelegenheit unferer Hausandacht auch 
das obengenannte Buch benugte, worin fitr jeden Vag furze Luthertworte dar- 
geboten werden. Was Luther im fernen Wittenberg geredet und gefdrieben hat, 
fdeint und leucjtet aud) in unferm fernen Sande. WaS Luther vor vierhundert 
Nahren alS Weisfagung ausfchiittete, das Heit, alS aus Gottes Wort gefdspfte 
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Velehrung, bleibt noc) heute wahr, trogdem die Verbhiltniffe fo gewaltig fic 
perdindert haben. Man vergift beim Lefen, dak das in einem andern Vand unter 
ginzlid) verfdhiedenen Zeitumftinden und Verhaltniffen gefchrieben worden ift, fo 
pafiend find diefe Worte fiir unfere amerifanifden Verhiltniffe und Zuftinde in 
Kirche und Welt. Wer nod Deutfeh lejfen fann, wer fic) Luft und Liebe ju 
Luthers griperen Schriften erweden will, der greife ju Ddiefem ausgezeichneten 
WUundachtsbuch. Th. Vatfa 


Theologifde CEzriftenz heute. Chr.-RKaifer-Verlag, Miincen. Heft 50: Sola 
fide — daSiftlutherifd. Bon Han$ ASmuffen. 82 Seiten. Preis, 
geheftet: RM.1.10. — Heft 52: Von der Gemeinfmaft hrift- 
lidhen Vebens. Bon H. J. Bwand. 27 Seiten. Preis: .50. — 
Heft 53: Gefegk und Evangelium. Bon C. Schlint. 102 Seiten. 
Preis: 1.60. 

Gefennende Rirde. Chr.-RKaifer-Verlag, Miindhen. Heft 53/54: Kritif der 
natirliden Theologie. Von H. Thielie. 52 Seiten. Preis: 1. 
— Heft 55: Hermann von Bez3el8 Kampf um eine ,Be- 
fennende Kirche’. Bon W. Griebbach. 36 Seiten. Preis: .70. 


Theologia militans. . Deicdertjdhe Buchhandlung, Leipzig. Heft 16: Warum 
redet die RKRirdhe von Sitnde? Bon M-. Dirne. 26 Seiten. 
Preis, geheftet: RM. .75. — Heft 17: Die firdhlidhen Ordnun: 
genals Erjiehungsmadt. Von Fy. Lau. 48 Seiten. Preis: 1.35. 
— Heft 18: Gottesglaube und Anfedhtung bei VQuther. 
Von F. K. Schumann. 19 Seiten. Preis: .50. — Heft 19. Wufgabe 
und Grenjze der Geridhtspredigt. Von H. Schreiner. 18 Sei- 
ten. Preis: .50. 

Jn diefen Heften wird mandeS Gute dargeboten, aber auc) mancdes, was 
minderivertig und verfehrt ijt. Man wird das Referat ,Gefek und Evangelium’ 
nicht ohne grofen Mugen Iefen. E€8 behandelt ja den Gegenftand, der ,geradezu 
alS daS Thema der gejamten lutherifdhen Xheologie bezeichnet werden fann: die 
Unterfdheidung von Gejek und Evangelium” (S. 75), und behandelt ihn in den 
19 Thefen in fchriftgemafer, lutherifher Weije. Die Wahrheit wird immer ein- 
gefdharft: »So fteht der Menjch unter zwei ganz verfdiedenen Worten und fann 
fie nicht logife) bereinbaren.” (©. 82.) Die Whhandlung befteht zum grofen Teil 
aus Sitaten aus den lutherifdhen Befenntnisfdhriften. Sie lieft fic) wie ein 
miffourifdher Synodalberict der alten Zeit. Die Stelle aus der Wpologie, Art. 
IV, §72: ,Das Wort iustificari wird auf siweierlei Weife gebraucht, namic 
fiir befehrt werden oder neugeboren, item fiir gerecht gefchikt werden”, wird 
Bfter$ befproden und ahnlich erflirt wie in Piepers ,Chr. Dogmatif” (II, 639). 
Wir lejen auf S. 76: ,Rechtfertigung und Wiedergeburt find deutlichft gu unter- 
fcheiden, wie die Ronfordienformel auSdriidlid) aniweift, dak die Verneuerung, 
fo der Rechtfertigung de8 Glaubens nadfolgt, nit mit der Rechtfertiqung de8 
GlaubenS vermengt, fondern eigentlicd) voneinander unterfdieden werden‘. (Sol. 
Decl., III, 18.) ... Die Rechtfertigung gefchieht nicht wegen der Wiedergeburt’. 
Gin bifer Sak ift der, der ,gegen die PradeftinationSlehre der Konfordienformel 
fowoh! bon der Schrift alS aud) von den vorausgegangenen lutherifden Befennt- 
ni8fdriften her Bedenfen anmeldet”. (S. 65.) — Cin Anhang verfucht, die Lehre 
deS lutherifden Befenntniffes in der 2. Barmer Thefe gu finden. Der Verfuch ift 
ganglid) mifraten. 
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Wus dem Auffak: ,,Sola fide“ feien folgende Sake zitiert: ,Der Gerettete 
hat sei Wirklichfeiten vor Augen: Mic) hat Gott Herausgeriffen; warum denn 
gerade mich und nicht den andern, der fic) dod) von uns gar nicht unterfdheidet? 
... Er muh darauf verwiefen werden, dab fein Heil ganz allein in Gott rubt. 
Gr mu lernen, da® feine eigenen Entfdheidungen niemalS Grund feines Heil 
werden finnen. Der Heilige Geift fiihrt die Geretteten dahin, dah auch fie e8 
perlernen, nad) dDem ,Warum‘ 3u fragen, wo eS fic) Darum handelt, dak fie er- 
rettet, aber andere verftodt find. . . . Dede Wusfage ither die Erwahlung ift 
eine Wusfage itber Gottes grundlofes Erbarmen. . . . Wenn Gott verftodt, 
welden er will, fo beredhtigt das nidt, bon einem offenbaren Unheilsiwillen 
Gottes 3u fprechen, jo wie man von einem offenbaren HeilSwillen Gottes fpricht. 
... Man wird weder fagen diirfen, daf Gott darum erwabhlt, weil er Glauben 
fieht, noc) wird man fagen Ddiirfen, dak der Mtenfe) dDarum nidt glaubt, weil 
Gott verftodt... . Was hinfichtlich der Crwahlung gu jagen ift, wird immer 
an der Grenze deS Geheimniffes gejagt werden. Das gepredigte Evangelium und 
der verborgene Ratfdhluy Gottes find nicht Lehritiide nebeneinander, die gufame- 
men ein Syftem abgeben. ... Derfelbe Gott, der da verftodt, wen er will, 
und dev fic) erbarmt, tweffen er will, derfelbe Gott alfo, der einen Unterfchied 
sifcen den Menfden macht, ftellt fie hinfichtlic) deS Heile3 villig gleid.” VBer- 
fehrt ift aber, Dak WSmuffen beftindig der ,menfdliden Entfdheidung” das Wort 
redet. (S. 68. 69. 70. 71.) Berkehrt ift auch der Sak: ,Chenfjo verfehlt ware 
8, daS HeilSwerf dadurc von der Eriwihlung abjutrennen, daf man eS jum 
Sadgrund der Erwahlung macht.” (S. 70.) 

vDie Kriti= der natiirliden Theologie” gipfelt in den Saken: C8 ift auf 
det andetn Seite doch ebenfo deutlich, Dak die lex Dei, oder allgemeiner, dab der 
Anfprud Gottes, fid) an das Gewiffen de8 natiirliden Menfden wendet.... 
Und dies ift nun das andere Geficht jener CEriftens des Menjcen, dak er an 
dem Punt, two er fic) in der Sllufion de Du fannft, Denn du follf 
iwiegt, Den Schmerz de Du follft, aber du tannft nit erfahrt. 
Hier fommt das lekte Geheimnis der Untniipfung gum Wusdrud. (CS. 48. 51.) 

UXus ,Bez3el8 Kampf” tinen un8 die Worte entgegen, Bezzel3 anflagende 
Worte: ,Wir haben mit dem Wind der falfden Lehre ein feiles VBiindnis ge- 
{ijloffen. Wenn die Wolfe fam wie eines ManneS Hand, haben wir papierene 
Pefchliiffe qefakt; wenn aber der Sturm ftieg, haben wir nach Staatshilfe gerufen 
und auf den Ruf nicht geachtet: Das ift deiner Lauheit und Trigheit Sduld. 
.. . &8 gibt auch firdlichen eichtfinn, der da, two tiefgehende, innerlicd) ver- 
anferte Gegenfaige fic) regen, nur von theologifchen Sondermeinungen 3u reden 
hat.” (S.22 Ff.) Dabet riihmt aber Griehbach e8 al8 ,cin Verdienft von Be3zel, 
dab er Die Krafte der Liberalen Theologie in Schad) gehalten, aber nicht aus- 
gefdhloffen, damit der Kirche die Spaltung erfpart ... hat. Das war Beszel8 
griptes und fchwerftes Werk: um ,Befennende Kirches gu fimpfen, ohne die Kirche 
gu gefahrden — cin Werf, das gefegnet wurde.” (S. 30.) 

/Warum redet die Kirche bon Siinde?” Der Schlupfak fagt e8: ,Deutfdh- 
lands evangelifche Kirche fann nicht aufhiren, von Siinde gu reden, gu reden 
bon unferer Siinde, die grok ift, und gu hoffen auf die Barmberzigteit Gottes, 
die noch groper ijt.” Der natiirlidhe Menfch will nidts davon wiffen, dah feine 
Siinde fo grof ift. Darum muh die Kirche davon reden. ,Warum war 
Goethe fo bitterbife auf Rant? Deshalb, weil Kant in feiner Lehre vom ,radi- 
falen Bijen‘ einen Wugenblid lang der chriftlicen Erfenntnis vom Siinderfein 
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deS Menfden ganz nahe gefommen war. GoetheS Zorn ift der Born deS Mten- 
fchen, der feine verborgenfte Dafeinsbilang nidt aufgededt fehen twill”, wie Luther 
3. B. fie aufgededt hat. ,Wer hat das beunrubhigende Buch ,Vom verknedhteten 
Willen® gefdrieben? Wer hat dort jeden fchitchternen Verfuch, dem Menjdjen 
aud nur einen fleinften Teil jeiner Selbftvollendungsfihigteit gu retten, mit 
beinahe diftatorijdher Gewalt niedergefehlagen? Das war Luther.” Jn diefer 
Verbindung fagt Dorne aud: ,Von wem haben wir Theologen denn gelernt, 
dak e& feinen echten Chriftenglauben gibt ohne radifaleS Ernftnehmen der Siinde 2 
Und darum eigentlid) muf die Kirche von der Grife der Siinde reden. ,,Die 
Menfcen Hiren immer nur das Nein und finnen nicht begreifen, intwiefern 
Diefes Nein als erftes Wort ndtig ift, damit dem jubelnden Ya de8 Evangeliums 
wirtlic) das Iehte Wort verbleibe.” — Man traut dabei aber feinen Augen nit, 
wenn man folgendes lieft: ,Selbft wenn der Berit vom Siindenfall des erjten 
Menjfdenpaares, 1 Moj. 3 (was heute fein evangelifdher Theolog behauptet), wirt- 
lich getrene Gefdhichtsitberlieferung wire, ,geerbt‘ haben im ftrengen Sinne fann 
id) Die Sitnde weder von ,Adam‘ noc) von irgend jemandem.” (GS. 20.) 

itber die ,firchliden Ordnungen” fdhreibt Lau: C8 gibt feine ewige Liturgie, 
das ift far. Die ftaatlidjen Ordnungen hat Luther unbedingt anerfannt; von 
den fircdlicen Ordnungen hat er gefagt, fie hitten nicht viel 3u bedeuten, und 
man finne fie rubig nad Bedarf dndern. Jn der Praxis der firdhliden Ge- 
ftaltung in der Reformationszeit durchfreugen fid) nun fortgefekt zwei gegen: 
faiblice Tendenzen. Cinerjeits mus eS feinen duferliden Wusdrud finden, dah 
firchlidhe Ordnung frei ijt. 8 ift gut und ndtig, dak im deutfden Lande ver: 
fchiedenerlei Gottesdienft gehalten wird. . . . Unmegekehrt, 08 wiirde verivirren 


und nidt 3ur Erbauung dienen, wiirde allguviel Freiheit eingerdumt und allju 
qrope Mannigfaltighit und allzu rajdher Werhjel gugeftanden. ther der Frei- 
Heit fteht die Liebe. Jn ein und derfelben Herrfdhaft, in einer Stadt und 
den umliegenden Dorfern muf nad) Luther felbftverftindlic) diefelbe gottesdienft- 
liche Ordnung herrfden.. (S. 10—13.) 


Wie man AUngefodtene (fic felbft und andere) 3u beraten hat, fann man 
an der Hand von Schumann Darlegung von Luther lernen. ,Da wird der 
Teufel zum ,Doftor der Theologie’, Der mit dem Wort der Schrift felbft wider 
den Ungefocjtenen ftreitet. CS ift Der Haupttniff des Teufels, dak er fic) hinter 
daS Wort deS Gefekes ftedt. Mit fdhauerlicer Lebendigfeit fann Luther 
davon reden.” (Die Stelle St. L. Uusg. 19, 1223: ,Wiffet Shr auch, dak Shr 
fiinfzehn Bahr fang habt faft alle Tage Wintelmeffe gehalten? uf.” wird 
gitiert.) Und ,twenn die Unfedhtung am CErwahlungs: und Pradeftinations- 
gedanfen fic) entziindet .. ., Dann follft du fagen: ,3ch glaube an meinen HErrn 
SEjum Chriftum, von dem nicht sweifelhaft ift, dak er Fleifd) geworden ift, ge- 
litten hat und auferftanden ift fiir mic. Bn jeinen Tod bin ich getauft.. Auf 
folhe Untwort hin wird die Anfedhtung ohnmadhtig, und der Satan wird den 
Niiden wenden.” (St. &., II, 182.) 

Aus ,Aufgabe und Grenze der GeridhtSpredigt” feien zwei Wusfpritche mit- 
qeteilt: ,€s gilt auch hier, Dab die beiden Saige Die Weltgefchicte ift das Welt- 
gericht’ und Die Weltgefdhicdte fchreit nach einem Weltgericdt’ zufammengebhiren.” 
(S.14.) »Die Gnade verdienen wir nist. Das Gericdht verdienen wir. Der 
fchipferifcde Wit der Gnade GotteS bedarf feiner Begriindung oder Bedingung im 
menfdlicden Verhalten. Gottes ftrafendes Handeln aber ift durd unfer Ver- 
halten mitbedingt.” (S. 18.) Th. Engelder 
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The Secret of a Beautiful Life. By Dallas C.Baer. Zondervan Publish- 
ing House, Grand Rapids, Mich. 196 pages, 5x734. Price, $1.50. 


Lord, I Believe. Sermons on the Apostles’ Creed. By Walter Emerson. 
McClure. Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, Grand Rapids, 
Mich. 138 pages, 5734. Price, $1.00. 


The Christ of the Cosmic Road, or The Significance of the Incarnation. 
By Bastian Kruithof. Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 
Grand Rapids, Mich. 160 pages, 5x734. Price, $1.00. 


The first of these three books of sermons or sermonic meditations 
is a series on “living issues and timely problems,” eighteen meditations 
or addresses being offered. The texts are short and often serve merely 
as mottoes. There are many striking paragraphs and happy illustrations, 
but one misses a discussion of the vicarious atonement of Christ. The 
author takes the position that doctrines are not nearly so necessary as 
“theologians would have us believe.” Quoting: “As for predestination, 
pre- or postmillenarianism, dichotomy or trichotomy, whether you be- 
lieve in sprinkling or immersion as the correct form of baptism, are ques- 
tions of relatively small importance and not worth half the intellectual 
pains the theologians have had over them.” What about “teaching them 
to observe all things,’ Matt. 28:20? — The second book does not discuss 
the entire Creed, but only the First and the Second Article. The author 
is a Fundamentalist, but he did not succeed in presenting every statement 
of the Creed correctly. The section on Christ’s descent into hell is very 
weak, and there are other inaccuracies. It is Matthew’s account that 
speaks of the bribing of the soldiers who were detailed to watch the 
grave, not Mark’s or Luke’s. (P. 102.) And Pliny the Younger can 
hardly be placed between 90 and 100 A.D. in his Epistles. (P.58.) — 
The third book, also by a Fundamentalist, is written in a style and 
employs a language that is a delight and a challenge at the same time. 
The author is particularly successful in presenting the great truths of 
the Bible in striking parallels. A pastor who feels that his sermons are 
lacking depth and fire will do well to get the stimulus of these addresses, 
though the specific Reformed flavor appears on page 80 and elsewhere, 
but not too intrusively. P. E. KRetzMANN 


A Handbook of Ancient History in Bible Light. Adapted for classroom 
use in schools, for private study and for reference. By Dorothy 
Ruth Miller. Fleming H. Revell Company, New York. 286 pages. 
Price, $2.50. 

This book, in my opinion, acceptably fills a need. It offers a survey 
of the ancient world, giving an account of the empires of Babylonia, 
Egypt, Assyria, Persia, Greece, and Rome, always from the viewpoint of 
substantiating the truth and historicity of the Bible narrative. It will 
also serve as a guide to a clearer understanding of the history of Israel, 
particularly during the “silent centuries,” the period between the Testa- 
ments. Sunday-school teachers should find the book a valuable acqui- 
Sition for their library. There are, however, a few places that smell 
of millennialism, and pastors and teachers should mark and correct them; 
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they are found on pages 31, 54, 55, 108, 123, 149. On page 92 an impos- 
sible distinction is made between Jehovah or Elohim; and on page 195 
“Alexander” should be “Alexandria.” THEO. HOYER 
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